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against the Muslims and in pursuance of that agitation meetings were:

held wherein sometimes fiery speeches were made which were not
only anti-Muslim, they were anti-socialist and also anti-Congress.

15.56 There was a collection of arms by certain individu
ostensible ohject of which was to help they Hindus agitatinglisn tgg
neighbouring Hyderabad State. A bomb was even thrown in the
heart of the city. But even though the thrower of the bomb was
arrested and he made a confessional statement that N. D. Apte hac’NL
given him the bomb, the police could not proceed because the con-
fessional statement was withdrawn and even without its withdrawal
it was a piece of evidence of very little, if any, value. It also appears;\
that the police did not think this bomb throwing to be serious because
aqgord;ng_ _‘zo'the District Superintendent of Police, Mr. Pravinsinhji
Vijaysinhji, it was not thrown on any individual, showing thereby
that unless it was directed against a person or persons, according to
the head of the District Police, it was not a serious mat‘éer.

15.57 Two speeches which have been brought to the noti
Commission, one by Mr. G. V. Ketkar thatgGandhisem ?;;Cse ggeﬁﬁg‘
No. 1 and the other by Dr. Parchure that Gandhi and Nehru will
soon reap the fruits of their sins—these speeches were made on two
successive days in December, 1947—show that the trend of speeches
of some of the Hindu Mahasabha workers was not free from preach:
ing violence or at least producing disaffection against the Congress
leaders which could well have led to violence. :

15.58 The Government was not wholly ignorant and inacti i
regard to what was happening in P‘oo‘na.y Tghat wags as lonZC%Zcek ;Isl
July 1947. It orgiered lists of Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.S. leaders to
be compiled which lists showed that some of them were Savarkarites
and some of them were both Savarkarites as well ag potentially dan-
gerous. The order passed by Government for special reports in
regazcd to these persons was subsequently withdrawn because it was
considered that _‘c}'}e ordinary weekly reports were sufficient for the
purpose of apprising the Government of what was happening. The
dlsc?’ntmuanqe of the special reports even though “for the pre-
sent” could impair that watchfulness which a specific and special
order for special reports would have implied.

15,59 The Hindu Mahasabha Press particularly the Agrani was
writing in a rabid strain, so much so that a substantial security had
to be demanded from it. Yet it was not deterred from its propaganda
and it even adopted the subterfuge of discontinuing the “Agrani” angl
starting it under the name of Hindu Rashtre with the same rabid
policy, much to the chagrin of the police, which ig shown by the evi-
dence of Deputy Superintendent Angarkar, witness No. 68.

- 15.60 As the story of the happenings in Poona is unf :
vividly by the statements of high ranking police oﬁciagllsd?g{gat%}?i
Inspector Gemneral of Police, Bombay, the Deputy Inspector General,
C.1.D., District Superintendent of Police and other subordinate policé
ofﬁmals, the statement of each witness is sometimes briefly and some-
tnpes at great length discussed and analysed and at the end of each
witness a resume of what he has started has been given. This has been

| done to facilitate appreciati

" the portion of the Chapter dealing with Poona ma
0 sion has set ou
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! Poona in particular and in Maharas
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ut. At the end of
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15.61 The evidence of what one may term 1
has been separately dealt with.

| Statements of witnesses in Poona

15.62 Commission will now take up the analysis of the evidence of

" Poona witnesses.
. N. M. Kanite wit. 4

15.63 Mr. N. M. Kamte, retired Inspector General of Police wit-
ness No. 4, was examined thrice before this Commission and once
before Mr. Pathak. He stated that Hindu Mahasabha movement did

lﬂ | exist in Poona but he could not say if it was a strong movement. i

aims and objects were to unite the Hindus and protect their interests
and there was anatogonism between the Hindu Mahasabha and the
Congress. The Hindu Rashtra Dal in Poona was led by Chitpawan
Brahmins but he was not aware of any anti-Gandhi movement in
htra in general although some of

‘the leaders did not agree with his non-violence.

15.64 Although the Hindu Mahasabha wag not very much excited
about Partition, it was excited when the news of what was happening

 in western Punjab came.

15.65 The C.ID. must have reported the speeches made by Hindu

| \Mahasabha workers in July 1947. And if the speech ascribed to

Nathuram Godse by Mr. G. V. Ketkar was made the police reporters

! would certainly have recorded it.

15.66 He had no knowledge of any information given to Balasahib
Kher about the danger to the life of Gandhiji, either by Ketkar or
Balukaka Kanitkar. But he knew that the C.I.D. watched the move-
ments of those persons from whom there was apprehension of

~yiolence.

15.67 He read about the throwing of the bomb in the newspapers.
Nobody informed him about that fact. He could not connect Madan-
1al with any person in Poona nor could he say if the Poona Police
knew that Madanlal was living in Ahmednagar. Mr. Kamte did not
“know professor Jain. Between the explosion of the bomb and the
murder of the Mahatma he did not know what the conspirators were
_and he had no reason to suspect Poona people being involved in it.
“The first time he came to know about this fact was when Mr. Sanjevi
telephoned to him about the murder on January 30, 1948 in the

§  .evening.

; ; 15.68 After he got the information, he telephoned to Mr. Gurtu,

ADILG., CID. and his reply was that he knew that Poona people
~were political suspects and were against Mahatma Gandhi for his
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giving 85 crores. Mr. Sanjevi had given some names to him. He
could not recollect thoser names - but. he had passed them on to
Mr. Gurtu and Mr. Gurtu said that he did know that they were
against Mahatma Gandhi. He might have given only one name and
Mre. Gurtu inferred the others.

15.69 The Poona Police were not associated in the investigation

from 20th to 30th January 1948 excepting that Mr. Rana was in Delhi
and had been given certain information and also a copy of Madanlal’s
statement dated January 24, 1948 which was shown to him
(Mr. Kamte) by Mr. Rana a day or two after the murder.

15.70 He did not try to find out what was happening in Delhi about
the investigation of the bomb case. Generally it was the practice that

if there was anything worth the Provincial Police knowing it, the.

D.IB. used to inform the Inspector Generals and the D.I.Gs., C.ID.

15771 Nagarvala did not give him any information in regard to-

what the Minister had told him regarding Professor Jain which in

his opinion Nagarvala should have done. Nagarvala said to him that
the Minister had told him not to inform either him (Kamte) or the

Commissioner. He (Kamte) did not ask Nagarvala why that was so.

In normal course this matter should have been reported to him be--
cause important matters are normally conveyed to the superior
officers. After he got this information from Nagarvala, he asked the

Minister and he replied that he said that because he believed that he
(Kamte) was not in Bombay and Barucha was not very effective..
Mr. Kamte added that he might be wrong but his impression was:

that the Minister thought that he should get the credit for “bringing’
into light the offenders”.

15.72 When asked why the Poona Police remained absolutely
ignoraiit about the conspiracy, he said the police could not be present:
everywhere and certainly not in a jail where the conspiracy started.
He added that orders were sought for the arrest of Karkare but he

could not recollect why those orders were not passed or why Karkare
was not arrested.

15.73 Commission may here observe that Karkare was ordered to.
be detained but the order was made much too late and by that time
Karkare had vanished from Ahmednagar as also had Madanlal
against whom orders were passed earlier.

15.74 Immediately after he got information about the murder he.
sent for Rana and asked him for the statement of Madanlal which
Rana showed him. Mr. Kamte then asked him why he had not taken
immediate action, come to Poona and informed Gurtu. His reply
was that he was waiting for Inspector Angarkar who was then on.
leave. Mr. Kamte did not think that the Poona Police was sympathe-.
tic towards the conspirators or the R.S.S.

15.75 Mr. Kamte was asked what a police officer should have done .

if he had been given the information which was given by Professor-
Jain. He replied—

“I would have asked the Branch concerned to register an.
offence and to arrest the persons named in the information.

of kidnapping”. He thought
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information was sent to the D.I.Gs. of C.L.D. of all the Provinces
concerned and if ramifications were all over India then ever
Inspector General and Deputy Inspector Generals, C.LD. would be
informed. If the identity of the persons committing an offence was
not known, sending of information to Inspector Generals of different
Provinces would be really futile because it would not help anybody.
But if there was a reasonable suspicion that the accused may escape
into other parts of India then it would be wise to send information
%o all the Inspectors General.

15.82 He had been told as a police officer that the accused person
In a case like a bomb throwing case belonged to the Province of
Bombay, he would at once have informed the D.I.G., C.ID. the
‘Commissioner of Police, and the Inspector General of Police, Bombay
and also of the bordering Provinces. If he had known that the
accused persons were not outsiders and were Delhiwalas, he would
have stationed his men at the railway stations, airports and other
terminals including the roads leading out of the town but he would
have only placed those men who were intelligenf. His experience
was that accused persons do not usually try to flee ati once but they
first try to hide and later seek an opportunity to go out of the place,
Had he known that the people in the conspiracy were from Bombay
he would have placed 20 or 25 persons from Bombay around
Mahatma Gandhi to see that the conspirators did not get anywhere
near him. Godse etc. were known to Poona C.I.D. There must have
been good reason why they were not shadowed. Once a man was
in a list called the Black List, he was shadowed for 24 hours. - As the
names of Godse etc. were not in that List it means the C.I.D. did not
know that they were dangerous.

15.83 As far as he knew there was a rule that information had
to be given to the District Magistrate of the commission of serious
offences, at least that would happen in Bombay. He had heard of
Mr. G. V. Ketkar of Poona but did not know him personally.

15.84 In cross-examination he said if the statement Ex. 1 had been
shown to him earlier, he would have got those persons mentioned
there shadowed and kept them under constant watch. If the state-
ment showed that there was a conspiracy to murder, he would have
asked the police to arrest them at once and had he been told that
one was an editor of the Hindu Rashtre, Poona and the other the

owner of Shastra Bhandar, he would have been able to find out at once .

through his subordinate staff as to the identity of those persons,
Before the murder he had not heard of Apte or Nathuram Godse.
If he had arrested them, he might or might not have put shadow on
their close associates.

15.85 Hindu Mahasabha policy was extremely anti-Muslim. Mr.
Rana was not pro-Hindu Mahasabha.

“Q. Supposing action in Poona on the basis of Madanlal’s
statement which had been brought by Mr. Rana to Poona
even on the 27th or in any case before the actual assassinas

~tion of Mahatma Gandhi had led to the arrest of the
persons therein indicated, i.e.,, Badge, Godse, Apte and

. Madanlal. Delhi Police should have asked them to arrest the accus-

regard to his correspondence with Mr. Rana.

- Mahatma Gandhi. oul
" taken timely action. It would not be a matter of surprise that the
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Karkare, would it have resulted in the banning of the
Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.5.7
Ans. No.”

Tocal police in Poona had not been informed of the statement of

ed indicated by Madanlal.
15.86 Mr. Kamte was again recalled but his examination was in
In cross-examination

by Mr. Kotwal, Mr. Kamte said that had he been in place of Mr.
Sanjevi he would have got into contact with the Inspector General

" of Police, Bombay and if a request had been made by the DB, he
| would have certainly sent Bombay men to Delhi.

He added that
Poona people had no personal grudge against Gandhiji and it came

~ as a surprise to him when he heard about Gandhiji’s murder.

" 15.87 iIn his letter to Mr. Sanjevi dated 20th April, 1948, Ex. 97,
Mr. Kamte had complained about Rana’s bungling. He said that his
intention was to make Rana realise the desirability of taking steps

" immediately, he got a copy of Madanlal’s statement and his desire
" Wwas that Rana should not commit a mistake like that again. ~It shows

that in the opinion of Mr, Kamte, Rana bungled in not making any
use of the statement of Madanlal which had been handed over to him
in Delhi on 25th January, 1948. But will there be another Gandhi

to be protected?

15.88 Mr. Kamte when recalled stated that as far as he knew the
police in Poona had no knowledge about conspiracy to murder
If they had known about it, they would have

police knew nothing of the conspiracy which must necessarily be
formed in secret but the surprise is the failure of the police to work
out anything useful after it got information from ftwo sources—
' (1) Madanlal’s statements, the first one of the 20th and the second
one of 24th January; and (2) information given by Professor Jain to
Mr. Morarji Desai and by him conveyed to Deputy Commissioner
Nagarvala at Bombay—and both of them remained bogged in sterile
investigation and tangential theories showing either complacency or
~ paralysis.

15.89 The evidence of Mr. Kamte may be summed up thus:—

(1) The Hindu Mahasabha movement in Poona was there but
he could not say if it was a strong movement.

(2) The Hindu Rashtra Dal was led by Chitpawan Brahmins
but he did not know of any movement in Poona being anti-
Gandhi though the leaders of the Dal were no believers
of non-violence.

(3) The police would have reported the speech alleged to be
_ made by Godse about Gandhiji’s living for 125 years if it
had been made,. : 7t

18—259 HA
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¢ (4) He had no knowledge of information given to Mr. Kher
i by Balukaka Kanitkar. But the C.LD. did watch persons
: likely to commit violence.

(5) He knew nothing of the information given by Jain to Mr.
Morarji Desai who should have conveyed it to him and not
to Nagarvala. Nagarvala also did not give him any infor-
mation.

(6) Sanjevi when informing him about Gandhiji’s murder did
; give him some names which he could not recollect,
¢ but he passed them on to Mr. Gurtu who knew them to be
anti-Gandhi, It is possible that Sanjevi might have given
only one name and the others were worked out by Gurtu.

(7) After the murder and after he heard Madanlal’s statement,
he asked Rana’s explanation.

(8) He would have stationed Bombay Police around Gandhiji
: to check on people from Maharashtra side if he knew that
‘ the conspirators were from Bombay,

(9) He had not seen precis of Madanlal’s statement, Ex. 5,

(10) Nagarvala should have got into touch with Poona and
Ahmednagar. If Gurtu had known of Madanlal’'s state-
ment, he would have inferred conspiracy and who were in
it.

(11) He did not know of kidnapping theory which was a fantas-
tic theory in any case. ‘

(12) He was mever told of what M, Jedhe had said.

(13) The police in Poona had no | re-knowledge of conspiracy
to murder. Had they known it they would have taken
timely action.

(14) Godse etc. were known to Poona C.ID. but they were nof
shadowed.

(15) Had he known of Madanlal’s statement, the persons men-
tioned therein would have been shadowed and kept under
watch. From the mention of editor of the Hindu Rashtra
others could have been identified.

(16) From the mere fact that the conspirators were Godse and
others, the Hindu Mahasabha could not be banned.
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-was also told that Madanlal had said that one of them was a
‘Sadhu with a beard and another was his servant named Shankar and
“the third was an editor of a newspaper and he did not say where the
newspaper was published. Since Savarkar was mentioned, Mr. Rana

.at once concluded that they must be Savarkarites.

15.91 Mr. Rana himself had no information about Annexure V
«(Ex. ) or Ex. bA.

15.92 When the Delhi Police officers returned from Bombay, and
‘Sanjevi told him about their having been sent b'ac‘k, Rana told
:Sanjevi that it must have been because of their remaining in Bpmbay
“in uniform would have upset the arrangements and Sanjevi was
satisfied that everything was being done properly in Bombay. He
:also deposed that he did not give a copy of the full statement, Ex. 1,
4o Mr. Morarji Desai and that the copy of the statement which he
“brought from Delhi was meant for Mr. Nagarvala and therefore he
.did not take it back from him. He did not accept the statement of

"Mr. Nagarvala that he, the witness, showed the statement to Nagar-

vala and then took it back. This in short is what he stated before
-the Commissicn when he appeared the first time.

15.93 When recalled at Baroda, Mr. Rana said that he could not
recollect whether Shankar’s name was mentioned on the 2l1st
January or after the murder.

15.94 During the time that he was D.I.G., C.ID,, Poona, he did not
‘hear the story of Godse and others going to Panchgani. Nothing of
‘importance came to his notice about the activities of Nathuram Godse
or of Apte or of Badge or of their group, nor that they were directed
“towards violence. The police reporters whose duty it was to report
proceedings or the speeches of the meetings addressed by politicians
.did not make any such report. These persons were not on the Black
“List to be shadowed. Nor did he know that the Kesari group was a
‘militant group. He did not know that G. V. Ketkar, Bhagwan and
«others were connected with the Hindu Mahasabha.

15.95 He was_then examined about Ahmednagar affairs. He did
‘not know that the Collector, Mr..Khan, had written to Government
‘that bringing in of refugees would disturb the hitherto peaceful
‘communal atmosphere of Ahmednagar but he knew that refugees used
‘to take out processions and shouted anti-Muslim slogans. He said
‘that it was not correct that he was present when a procession of

‘refugees was taken out or a meeting was held by them at Ahmed-
‘nagar as stated by Madanlal. He said that he was not in Ahmed-
‘nagar then. :

it (17) The Kamte-Rana correspondence shows that Mr. Rana
’ had bungled.
|

Ci. H. Rana, wit, 3

‘J‘ 15.90 Mr. U. H. Rana, D.1.G., C.I.D., witness No. 3 when examined

on 7th February, 1967, stated that he was called by Mr. Sanjevi on
| the day following the explosion and was told that Madanlal had given
il certain information showing that his companions were from Bombay
| side but it did not disclose where they belonged to. He had not stated
h that they belong to Poona but he had mentioned Savarkar. Rana

15.96 He said that it was correct that the Razakar movement was
‘causing border incidents in Ahmednagar District. He could not
‘remember any murder committed by the Razakars but they were
rcommitting robberies and dacoities.

15.97 He had no knowledge of Karkare and Madanlal having been
-ordered to be detained. When asked if he had seen the reports of
iSub-Inspector Balkundi dated 4th January, 1948, Ex, 66, about
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Karkare and Madanlal, he replied that he must have seen it because:

there was his endorsement dated January 14 on it. But it was not
within his province to recommend or not to recommend detention.
They were not persons with a provincial “reputation”. He was not!
camping at Ahmednagar in January but the AD.IG. (Crime) was.

15.98 He was away to Delhi from the 20th to 27th January and
therefore he could not have known of the happenings in Poona in his.
absence,

15.99 Mr, Rana was then examined in regard to various bomb
incidents at Ahmednagar and he said that he had seen the reports
and sent Inspector Razak on 12th December 1947. If written reports:
were sent in regard to Ahmednagar incidents and his initials are on
them, then he must have seen them. He was shown the report of
Inspector Razak about the activities of Madanlal etc. but he said that
it did not come to his notice but it might have come to hig office.
Nor did he know that Karkare was holding conferences with Apte
and Godse. According to what he knew, neither Godse nor Apie
were of provincial or inter-provincial importance. It was not report-
ed to him that Godse and Apte were meeting Karkare in Ahmed--
nagar.

15.100 He had not seen Ex. 67, the report of Sub-Inspector
Balkundi dated 29th January 1948 about the identity of Madanlal. If
the D.S.P. had received any information in regard tor Madanlal in
the ordinary course he should have sent it to him. There were
violent activities in Poona and Ahmednagar but there was nothing
to show that they were anti-Gandhi. They were anti-Muslim.

15.101 Mr. Rana had not seen the report about recovery of arms
at the house of S. V. Ketkar nor had he seen the report dated January
26, 1948, of Inspector Razak about activities of various persons in:
Ahmednagar (Ex. 58).

15.102 He had not seen Ex. 54 regarding activities of Hinduw
Rashtra Dal. It was not reported to him that the activities of Godse
and Apte were directed towards violence or that Godse and Apte:
both belonged to Hindu Mahasabha;

15.103 Proceedings of meetings of Hindu Mahasabha in June and’
July were not brought to his notice. )

15.104 He had the list, Ex. 114, prepared but he could not say if
the names of Godse, Apte, Athawle and Ketkar were there or not.
Periodical reports were sent about the persons on the list but they

were discontinued after the orders of Government passed on his:
recommendation.

15.105 He did not remember about the speeches of Mr. Jayaprakash-
Narayan at Kirkee made in November 1947. (Exs. 122 and 122A).
But he must have seen a report of the speech of Dr. Parchure on 2nd
December 1947 (Ex. 131) wherein he said that Gandhi and Nehru will:
reap the fruit of their sins quite soon. He did not remember the
speeches made the following day at a meeting in Tilak Samarak:

‘Mandir by Professor Mate and G. V. Ketkar, Ex. 206, wherein the

Jatter said that Gandhiism-cum-false nationalism was enemy No. 1.

‘The practice was that if the speech was of sufficient importance it
avas sent by the office to him and he in turn in his discretion sent it

‘to Government. If the speeches were of persons who were listed,
‘then the speeches were reported in verbatim. He sent the report,
Ex,. 131, of Dr. Parchure’s speech in order to let Government know

about it. He added that from the information that he received from

‘CID. both Provincial and of the Districts there was nothing to

indicate that there was any group or set of persons who were inclin-

.ed or intended to murder Mahatma Gandhi or any other prominent
Congress leader.

15.106 When asked about the statement of Mr, Munshi about

‘the Poona school of thought led by Savarkar, he said it did exist but

there was no information that its violence would be directed against

"Mahatma Gandhi nor did he know that the Kesari group was against

Mahatma Gandhi.

15.107 The Provincial C.I.D. had no information of conspiracy to
murder Gandhiji before 20th January, 1948. He could not say any-
thing about its existence after the 20th January but if they had any
information they must have reported to him.

15.108 Mr. Rana then described the system of classifying persons
as to their relative importance. The Provinecial C.I.D. reported to
the Provincial Government and the Government of India whenever
they got any information relevant to all-India matters; the Provincial
“C.I.D, reported directly to D.I.B.

15.109 Although he arrived at Delhi on the 20th evening, he learnt
sabout the bomb explosion at Birla House the next morning. He did
-not know that Madanlal had anything to do with Ahmednagar.

Mr. Sanjevi called him ‘on 21st morning and asked him if he knew
about Madanlal. What passed between the two of them was con-

tained in his correspondence with Mr., Kamte, the then Inspector
«(General of Police, Bombay.

15.110 Mr. Rana said:—

“I saw Mr. Sanjevi @t about 9.30 am. or 10 am. He said
that Madanlal had started talking and the latter stated that
‘he came from Bombay; met Savarkar; and also gave the name
of one Karkare and mentioned one Sadhu who had a servant.
‘Mr. Sanjevi did not give me the name of the Agrani or its
‘properietor or editor or the name of Hindu Rashtriya, its pro-
prietor or editor. I would like to repeat that he (Mr. Sanjevi)
did not mention the names of either newspaper—Agrani and
Hindu Rashtriya—or their proprietors or editors.”

15.111 He advised Mr. Sanjevi to send two police officers to
"Bombay and Poona because Savarkar lived in Bombay and Poona
was_the stronghold of the Hindu Mahasabha. He could not say if
{Sanjevi knew any name besides Karkare’s.




218

15.112 He did not know what information Delhi Police officers:
carried to Bombay or whether they took a copy of Madanlal’s state-
ment with them. No document was shown to him by Mr. Sanjevis
at the time. Before the statement of Madanlal dated 24th January
was given to him, he was not given a gist or any information about;
the contents of the statement. The statement was given to him on
the evening of the 25th which he read in the train but he did not
discuss the contents with anyone. Nagarvala told him that he had'
not sent the Delhi officers back but he had told them not to stay near
Sher-e-Punjab Hotel whose proprietor was a suspect.

15.113 In the statement of Madanlal which he brought to Bombay,.

the name of the Agrani or the Hindu Rashtra was mentioned. There
was also mention of the editor and of the propriefor. There appears:
to be some confusion in the witness’s mind as the name Agrani ig
not there. He did not telephone to Poona from Nagarvala’s house:
because Nagarvala told him that there was a big organisation and
they wanted to make simultaneous arrests and Nagarvala’s informa-
tion was that they wanted to kidnap Mahatma Gandhi. Therefore,.
he did not inform his office in Poona fo take any precautions in regard:
to the editor of the Agrani. Besides, he was going to Poona next
morning and he thought he would take action when he reached there,

15.114 He did not think that the culprits would return immediate-.
Iy to put their design into operation. Sanjevi wag also of the same
opinion more particularly because one of them had been arrested.

15.115 He did not fly to Bombay because he did not like flying:
and air journeys did not suit him. The statement was not sent by
air by the D.I.B. bzscause he did not think that the conspirators would
act so swiftly. Mr. Sanjevi had told him,that he should proceed
discreetly and cautiously so that they might make a clean sweep of
all the persons in the conspiracy. This was particularly so because:
of tSavarkar whose operations were deep-laid and quite wide in their
extent.

15.116 Mr. Nagarvala only knew the name of Karkare and no other
name. Rana did not advise Mr. Sanjevi to get Maratha policemen:
into Birla House to be on watch or any other persons from Poona or
Bombay. He could not say if anybody else had advised him.

15.117 Mr. Rana was asked a specific question whether the culprits:
were known to the Poona CID. as being persons who were likely
to take part in violent activities. He replied:—

“I can now say that amongst them Apte, Godse, Karkare,.
Athawle and Badge were the potential mischief makers who-
were tgking part in violent activities.”

15118 He was then asked if the sending of Bombay Police would
have averted the catastrophe. He replied that there were too many
assumptions in the question, that the same persons would commit the
offence, they would select the same place or the men sent there woula
be able to identify them. He said that upto the 24th January he did
not know that Madanlal had named any other persons excepting'

.,‘ because (1) Nagarvala already had the
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: ! ! the danlal had made
d Savarkar. He was not_tolld that Ma
Ia?asilzﬁgggrﬁ to the police on th? lﬁlcémgt]gc roi Sig‘zli{agaa;nggr% ori%i%
Sanjevi did tell him that Madanlal had othe e
| side and one of them was a Sadhu wearing a b s
“ t them one was a manager or editor o e i
Tgwg};Z;g? flgrg Sdid Sanjevi say that Madanlal had given descriptions
of six companions as his co-conspirators.

not tell on the 21st nor on the 24th that

15.119 Mr. Sanjevi did i o

one of the persons described by Madanlal was
- Agrani. :

15.120 Then he referred to his correspondence With Mr. Kamte.

i ¢ lal's statement with Nagarvala

.15.121 He did not leave Madanlal’s S fronsl H?{me

i a d Savarkar,

| Minister, (2) He had been informed about Karkare an : /

] :%/Zlil)mlf’it:;érx(fa)la had nothing to do with Poona, and (4): ‘I—II{e hlmtsi((e)lrfl
; was going to Poona the following day and he would take ac

;f- himself.

Delhi Police officers had gone to Pc.)ona,.Polxce there

woiir)dlizaxlrfe ?zﬁzen action. He said whatever Delhi Police maytgag:

| the names of the Agrani and the Hindu Rashtriye were n}c;t Ifnelg 11&)1 2
ed uptil the statement of Mgdankl)al d':%ted 24&. irﬂlggﬂi C{c tehaiceither
| returned from Bombay it can ithe
! gig g;ﬁlgl%r:y f’olice had all the necessary clues or the officers 'theI}Il:
selves did not go to Poona. Whatever explanation he had to g:}ze :

| gave in his letters to Mr. Kamte. He said that in those days‘ i Wae
. difficult to talk on the telephone because telephone operators wer

. mnot above suspicion.

. . 7 0] . la
Y e said even with the Bombay Police round about Blr_
] Hoi?elZiSt Iirouslol have been possible to stop the qatastrophe onl;}r 1§
1 Gandﬁiji had allowed the people going to his meetings to be searc }5}1
. or screened. Constituted as Mahatma was, used to mixing with the
| crowds, it was difficult to protect him in those conditions against a

. possible murderous assault.
was in Delhi screening information regaré}ing comphgty
of Siisfgezfeﬁepersons in the conspiracy and also abouf Gods:e having
| been at different places. There was no truth in the allegation made
| against the ruling houses at Gwalior, Alwar, or Bharatpur. That was
| the result of his investigations. Mr. G. _K. Hand.oof did come and seh?:
him at Gwalior and told him that his information was that Baks
Ram knew something about the conspiracy of murdering Maha@mg
Gandhi by Godse and he could, if he liked, meet him. Rana advise
him to write to the D.I.B. who would give directions. His (Mr.
Rana’s) attention was drawn to his letter, EX 208, da_ted April 3, 1948
to Mr. Sanjevi in which he said that Bakshi Ram might be referring
| to some other conspiracy. He said that he did write that and the
'\ D.IB. agreed with him as his endorsment shows.

o
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15.125 Sending Madanlal to Bombay did not occur to anyone. He
wanted Inspector Angarkar because Nagarvala wanted Badge to be
identified and Angarkar knew everyone and their associates. He
did not read the Hindu Rashtra.

15.126 He talked to Nagarvala about the steps he (Nagarvala)
was taking in the investigation but he did not tell him anything of
the descriptions allegedly given by Madanlal in his statement.
Nagarvala told him that the Delhi Police officers wanted his help in
arresting Karkare. He did not say that they = had mentioned ~the

newspaper Agrani or Hindu Rashtra. The only name they had and

which they mentioned to Mr. Nagarvala was “Kirkree”,

15.127 The witness was shown Ex. 5A.. He said he had never
seen it before and what was contained in document would not be
sufficient to identify any of the accused persons. He was speaking
about himself. But with the portion within the red pencil line it
could have been of some assistance,

15.128 He went to see the Home Minister on the 28th morning.
His object was to find out who his informant was which Nagarvala
had not been able to get. If the identity had been given, it is possible
that they might have been able to find out something more. He
reached Delhi after the murder on February 2. He did not know
anything about Sathe who was mentioned by Mrs. Barve.

15.129 In cross-examination he said that when he went to Mr.
Sanjevi on the 21st there were some other police officers one of whom
was Rikhikesh and the other was Bhatia who were investigating
officers in the bomb case. Neither of them had a statement of
Madanlal with them®and the talk was oral, no document was referred
to and nobody mentioned the editor of Agrani or Hindu Rashtra or
any newspaper nor was he asked by Mr. Sanjevi to find out about
the editor of a newspaper. He was told that Madanlal had men-
tioned three persons—Karkare and a Sadhu and his servant, and the

other companions were Marathas from Bombay side. As soon as

Marathas of Bombay were mentioned, he (Rana) suspected Savarkar
and his group. He mentioned Bombay to Sanjevi because Savarkar
resided there and Poona because it was the stronghold of Hindu
Mahasabhaite group. He had not heard that the officers going to
Bombay had taken a precis of Madanlal’s statement. He was fold
that Madanlal’s statement was in Urdu; it was being translated to
help him and the Bombay Police in the investigation in Bombay.

15.130 Mr. Sanjevi knew that he (Rana) was to travel by train
and not by air and also when he would get to Bombay. He was to
go by a circuitous route from Delhi vig Allahabad and from Allahabad
he went to Bombay by Allahabad Express reaching Bombay on the
evening of 27th. As far as he knew, Mr. Sanjevi did not use
telephone or wireless communications for conveying the gist of
Madanlal’s statement to Bombay or to Poona.

15.131 From the fact that Mr. Sanjevi knew that he (Rana) was
travelling by train, he must be under the impression that because
one of the conspirators had been arrested, the others were not likely

v
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e

4o come back soon to commit any further offences. Mr. Sanjevi told

i i ztio aching
i b 1 uld be sufficient if he took necessary action on reac
%é?nig? 1a‘lun‘g.mP‘oonzaL and that he should proceedpca%;lo%ilgf 2%_)11;11
‘ { in one sweep.
secretly and round up the whole lo ; ‘ B
; ‘evi told him that one of the conspirators was an
ﬁg\rﬁsegz;pecx)', but he did not mention the name of the person or the

place of publication of the paper.

i i i statement
132 On his attention being drawn to his previous st
v-datge?i 7th March 1967, Mr. Rana saicjl1 t];at the pretwc;ufeﬁitf;nsvgg v;;z}a;:
der a misapprehension and his present sta ; ;
{:ré?‘?eec‘? {lhj;rg. He hgg not then refreshed his memory by reat_img his
.correspondence with Mr. Kamte and he must have got mixed up
.about the dates. ‘

jevi di i i Police officers
. 15.133 Mr. Sanjevi did not tell him that the Delhi Police
had1 5taken rf copy] of Madanlal's statement and the same had been
returned by Nagarvala.

15.134 When on January 27, 1948 he was staying with Nagarvala,

" he asked him why he had sent back the Delhi officers, his reply was

that he had not sent them back; and told him what had actually
‘happened. o

i i i ct that Mr.

15.135 Mr. Rana said that it was absolutely incorrec M1

Morarji Dlesai did not inform Mr, Nagarvala. Only Professor Jain’s

identity had not been disclosed. If it had been dl.sclosed it was

possible that the Police might have got some more information but
that is only a “might have”.

15.136 Nagarvala also told him that he had made enquiries from
Ahn?ednagargand was told that Karkare was no longer there and hg
had posted his men to be on the look-out for Karkare in Bombay an
he also wanted some Police officers from Poona to identify Badge,
a known trafficker in illicit arms, Nagarvala told hlm.that his theory
was that the attempt was to kidnap Mahatma Gandhi. He had con-
cluded this on the basis of the information he had from his informers.
Nagarvala told him that there were 20 principals and each one of
them had a lot of persons working under them and Nagarvala believ-
.ed that information to be correct. ;

15.137 When Nagarvala was speaking “and I was listening to him
and asking him some questions also about it. I did not think this
theory to be fantastic; on the other hand I asked him to inform the
D.IB. on telephone.”

15.138 On 27th they spoke to the D.LB. at about 7.30 p.v. He
(Rana) spoke to Sanjevi first and told him that Nagarvala denied
the sending of Police officers back and that he seemgd to be proceed-
ing on the right lines but he did not mention thg kidnapping theory
to Sanjevi but told him to take extra precautions at B1r_la' Hogse.
“Then Nagarvala spoke to the D.I.B. and mentioned the kidnapping
theory. Nagarvala also stressed that necessary steps should. be taken
to guard the residence of Mahatma Gandhi and protect his person.
Nagarvala also told him what steps he was taking. Nagarvala had
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a diary in which he had names of suspects. He read the names out
to him (Rana). It was a small Policeman’s notebook, Out of the

persons named in that poc
conspiracy to murder Mahatma Gandhi. Those names did not

jnclude any editor of a newspaper. Had Nagarvala known about the:

editor he would have contacted Poona and got the suspect arrested;
at any rate that name would have been mentioned in the diary.

15139 When Nagarvala mentioned the theory of kidnapping to-
Sanjevi, Sanjevi did not deprecate it or show any disapproval because

if he had Nagarvala would have told him about it. Mr. Sanjevi
neither disapproved of the kidnapping theory nor did he suggest any
additional steps to be taken by the Bombay Police. Rana again em-
phasised that he impressed upon Sanjevi the necessity for greater
and stringent protective measures because of the theory of kidnap-
ping and a large number of persons being involved in it.

15.140 He did not expect the associates of Madanlal to be moving

about openly. He expected that they would do so surreptitiously and

would be lying low. He did not telephone to Poona because it was:

not expedient. He did not show the statement of Madanlal to the

Home Minister. It was not correct that he did not show the state-

ment of Madanlal to anyone because he heard to show it to the
Home Minister. He also told the Home Minister that Nagarvala
was proceeding on right lines. The Minister did not give him (Rana)

the name of his informant,

15.141 When he went to Poona he asked for Angarkar but he was
{1l. Then he asked for Deulkar but he also was not available being:
away to Alibaug and he was called back immediately by wireless..
Rao Sahib Gurtu knew the names of all the culprits mentioned by
Madanlal. Other officers were available in Poona but he (Rana)
only wanted Angarkar or Deulkar because they were the only ones
who knew the names of the associates of Karkare and their hide-outs.
He did not ask anyone about the presence of those persons in Poona.
Subsequent enquiries showed that when he reached Poona, Apte and
Godse were not there and he himself did not know the whereabouts
of Badge. He learnt that Karkare was called Maharaj. After the
murder Sanjevi asked Kamte to send some Police Officers from
Bombay and they were sent by military plane on 31st January but
he did not know who they were. That was because there was a fear
that Central Cabinet Ministers would also be attacked. When Rana
was sent back to Delhi to supervise the investigation he stayed with
Sanjevi and on the morning of the third day they had a talk with
each other but Sanjevi did not tell him that Nagarvala had proceeded.

on wrong lines.

15.142 The evidence of Mr. Rana can be divided into 3 parts
(1) dealing with his statement regarding what happened in Bombay
or P‘ogna and matters connected therewith; (2) dealing with Delhi
investigation; and (3) his investigation in Indian States.

15.143 Mr. Rana’s evidence regarding Bombay shows that:—

(1) The name of Shankar was not given to him on the 21st
January and what he stated earlier was a mistake.

ket book Badge alone was involved in the:
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as heard by him about the activi--
ties of Apte, Godse or Badge nor that Apte and Godse were:
indulging in violent activities and their names were not:
on the Black List to be shadowed.

(3) He did not know that the Kesari group of Hindu Maha--
sabhaites was a militant group, nor that Savarkar group-
would commit violence against Gandhiji. He could not

think that Gandhiji would be murdered.

(4) He had no knowledge of activities of Karkare and
Madanlal or of the arms find at the house of S. V. Ketkar
at Ahmednagar.

(5) Razakars were causing border incidents.

(6) He had no knowledge about’ meetings of Rashfra Dal at
Dadar in 1947.

(7) There were violent activities in Ahmednagar and in Poona
but they were anti-Moslem in nature.

(8) He got the list of Hindu Mahasabha workers compiled and
periodical reports were sent about those persons but they
were discontinued on his recommendation.

(9) He could not remember about the speeches made by Prof.
Mate and G. V. Ketkar at the meeting of the 3rd December
1947 where G. V. Ketkar said their enemy No. 1 was false
nationalism-cum-Gandhiism. He sent Ex. 131 the report
“of the speech of Dr. Parchure to Government.

(2) Nothing of importance w

(10) There were no reports in Poona about conspiracy fto.
murder Mahatma Gandhi. The reports from districts did:
not show that there was a group or a party which was
conspiring to kill the Mahatma. If there had been any"
such party it would have been reported to him,

(11) Inspector Angarkar was required at Bombay because Mr.
Nagarvala wanted somebody to identify Badge, a trafficker
in arms.

(12) Mr. Nagarvala told him that Karkare was no longer in.
Ahmednagar. (See 19 below).

(13) He also told him about the kidnapping theory with which
he agreed because he did not think it to be fantastic.

(14) Both he and Mr. Nagarvala spoke to Mr. Sanjevi on the
telephone on the 27th and Mr. Nagarvala conveyed to him:
his kidnapping theory which was not disapproved of by

Mr. Sanjevi.

(15) Mr, Nagarvala had some names with him and they did not:
include the editor of a newspaper.

(18) He would not have imagined that the culprits would move
about openly as they did. He thought they would be in

hiding. :
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147) He reached Bombay on the 27th January and as he had
fever he stayed the night with Nagarvala. He showed the
statement of Madanlal to Nagarvala buf as it was a long
statement he took it back promising to send him a copy.
He first wanted to find out about the complaint of the Delhi
Police Officers and besides (i) Nagarvala had the informa-
tion given by the Home Minister; (ii) Nagarvala had
nothing to do with Poona investigation; and (iii) he was
going to Poona the following day and he could look to
conspirators from Poona.

(18) If Mr. Morarji Desai had disclosed Jain’s name, the Police

}inight have got more information but that was only “might
ave”,

(19) Nagarvala told him Xarkare W‘asl not in Ahmednagar.
(See 12 above). ‘

(20) After the murder Poona police officers were flown to
Bombay to protect the Central Ministers.

15,144 About Delhi:—

(1) Mr. Rana was called by Mr. Sanjevi and whatever passed
between them was reported in hig correspondence with
Mr. Kamte, the then LG.P. Bombay, Exs. 30 to 33.

{2) Mr. Sanjevi did not mention the names of the ‘Agrani’ or
‘Hindu Rashtra’ or their editor or proprietor. Super-
intendents Bhatia and Rikhikesh saw him on the 2Ist but

they did not have the statement of Madanlal with them and
talk was oral.

'y

(3) Mr. Rana advised sending of two officers to Bombay and
Poona but he does not know what information they carried
with them nor whether they carried Madanlal’s statement
with them. He advised Bombay as Savarkar lived in
Bombay and Poona as it was stronghold of the Mahasabha.

If Delhi Officers had gone to Poona the Police there would
have helped them.

(4) Gist of the statement of Madanlal dated 24th January was
not given to him.

(5) He showed full statement of Madanlal to Mr. Nagarvala

but took it back from him and Mr. Nagarvala did not read
it through. :

{6) No one expected attack on the Mahatma
soon, neither Mr. Sanjevi nor he himself,

(7) He did not fly to Bombay as flying did not suit him. He
went by train and Mr. Sanjevi knew about it,

(8) Mr. Sanjevi told him to proceed carefully and make a clean
sweep of all the culprits,

to be repeated so

(9 Mr. Nagarvala knew the name of Karkare only.
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(10) Mr. Rana did not advise Mr. Sanjevi to get Maratha Police-
" at-Birla House.

' : ; Athawle-
t now say that Apte, .Godse, K?r}igre,
St Efdc%glggggﬂere takizlg part inl violent acgo‘?trlfl:t icBu'ff 1?613
i ’ i roble s
efficacy of sending Bombay Police was %) Lpoe o e
Iy have been effective, if at all, i y .
gi’ﬁlxgeglnt% screen those attgnding the prayer meetings.
But Gandhiji did not allow it.

i L % t men--

‘ £ ‘Agrani’ and ‘Hindu Rashtra’ were n’o ;

(12) 'ﬁgia%aﬁﬁs tc_})le 24gth January, 1948 when Madanlal’s ‘fultl}?;
statément was recorded. There is a mistake as to

Agrani.

-

(13) Tt did not occur to any one to send Madanlal to Bombay.

(14) He had not seen Ex. 5-A or Ex. 5 before,

i ; ns, .

told that Madanlal had mentioned three perso .

{2 Ilggr}?aise g sadhu and a servant, and that the c_)ther gon;lpgl
nions were Marathas from Bombay side. This made him-

suspect Savarkar’s group.

:evi did not use the telephone or wiresless com-
) l\rx/iflﬁiséi?i]oeg 1fo; conveying the gist of Madanlals statement

to Bombay.

i i i if he took:

. Sanjevi told him that it would be sufficient i .

okl lgl/ieﬁ:ess?;;]y action on reaching Bombay and Poona but he
should proceed cautiously and secretly.

i ' f the conspirators.
1so told him on the 25th that one of t :
3 ggsatioe editor of a newspaper but no names were men

tioned.

(19) Godse, Apte, Karkare and Badge were not on the Black:
List.

A ivities i d Ahmednagar
h were violent activities in Poona an )
(2 Eut?rfhey were not directed against Mahatma Gandhi.

ing i ‘ ‘ ‘ ti--
. ‘ b throwing in Ahmednagar and Poona was an
e I,]\?/I%esl?r%mand anti—l%azakar and not against Congress or
Mahatma Gandhi.

(22) He could never have imagined that Gandhiji would be:
murdered.
(23) He would not have concluded from the alleged speech of

iii’s livi ! hat his inten-
Godse about Gandhiji’s living for 125 years t
tion svas to murder Mahatma Gandhi.

Lo ! : t of
‘ the descriptions given in the fuller st?temgn .

(24) }ﬁgﬁnﬁ he W(?U.ld not have been able to 1dent1fy! ’thef»
~persons. , L i [




286

«25) He could not remember if he was told at Delhi that clothes
marked ‘N.V.G.” were found at Marina Hotel.

«(25A) The report of Ahmednagar Police about Madanlal and
Karkare had been seen by Mr. Rana but he made no use
of that information. If he had no recollection of it, he
shotgld at once have asked his office if there was any infor-
mation. , : :

(26) If Delhi Police had gone to Poona, Poona Police would
have given them every assistance,

115145 Mr. Rana said that:—

(1) There was no truth in the allegation that ruling houses
of Gwalior, Alwar and Bharatpur had any hand in the
conspiracy. i

(2) Mr. Handoo did came to see him at Gwalior and told hir
that Bakshi Ram knew something about the consgirggi
but he_(Rana) advised him to write to the D.I.B.  Ran’
had written to the D.I.B. that Bakshi Ram must be refey
ring to another conspiracy and the D.L.B. agreed with hin

{Rao Sahib Gurtu, wit. 22.

15.146 Rao Sahib Gurtu, witness No, 22, was the Assi

‘CID. at Poona. He stated that the D.S.P. Ahmedrsnzlgl;armm}zgéq;
:reference towards the end of 1947 or thereabout about Madanla(l
“who had addressed a meeting of refugees which had resulted in
'~dlsturb33nces_b}1t he could not state whether there was any report
jabout his activities after that. The witness also knew about 'Kazil?are
‘who was 2 prominent Hindu Mahasabha leader in Ahmednagar but
k}e could not say if his activities were of a violent nature. No such
"Leport was made to h'm. He did not know that Karkare had a sho

: for the sale ot arms and ammunition and he remembered that a meet}3
‘ing of Raocsahib Patwardhan was disturbsd but whether there 9
-any assault on him or not he could not sav. : e

'y
15.147 Reports used to come in about the co iviti

Athe group consisting of Nathuram Godse, Karkgznuggieazggl%easdo:
;?}rlld several other persons whose names he could ’not recollect bﬁt
“they v:ﬁs:nt under the name of Hindu Sabha Movement Their pro-
gaganoha was against Gandhiji’s policies towards Muslims but notpfOr
"W%lxigregzrﬁst?hﬁa%gtﬁa Gandhé least of all murdering him. There
. ts mps were being prepared by some of the work-
-ers of the Hindu Mal ) /l 1 - Ry
e Minie Mahatr%\l/; g:igg? Movement but not that they intended

15.148 When the bomb was thrown at Bi :

5.1 : s throy irla Housz, h
Mz?jipggns‘c};t thalg I?l}%hthbg the handi-work of the Hincleuhﬂa/liﬁa\s’aalgﬁg
and h.o.o. group but he had no idea as to who exactl i
“in it. There was nothing in the C.I.D. reco s e

' e W e C.ID. rd to direct thei -
‘%ilon to Mardanlal or ’t_he group with which he was congiacte}:iegogt’;cﬁgt
~n§tvg‘?rsi lgé)rgllectcec% 1;mth l‘che Hindu Sabha workers in Poona. It did
no he C.LD. police in Poona that he might b .

with any particular group of Hindu Mahasabhag Woriesros C(?fmfl’ecf(;cr(ii
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i i i bay
F ~dnagar. No directions were sent from Delhi or Bom
‘.ggkf;l}én’;%e pgople in Poona to investigate about the throwing of the

: i, di t give
homb. Mr. Rana also, when he returned from Delhi, duj} no ‘

irecti  vestimation in regard to Madanlal and his asso-
-any directions for investigation in gtion el g

.ciates or whoever they were. No men
_any names alleged to have been given by Madanlal.

even know that Madaplal had made
.a confessional statement and there was no information in Poona about

the association of Madanlal with the R.S.S. group in Poona nor was
:aan?y information given about the confession of Madanlal to the police.

es of Karkare as far as the witness knew antd
_as far as was known to the police were confined to addressing meet-
ings. The reports showed that he was strongly opposed to Ma}hatma
.Gandhi’s policies and was propagating Hindu Mal_rxasabha policies but
the witness had no knowledge that one of their aims and objects was
to murder top ranking Congress leaders, Mahatma Gandhi or
Jawaharlal Nehru or Patel or anyone of that stature.

15.149 The witness did not

15.150 The activiti

15151 Nathuram Godse, Apte and Badge were active members
.of the Hindu Mahasabha but there was no actual incitement to
-violence by them although their propaganda tended towards violence
without falling under anyone of the provisions of the Penal Code.

15.152 To this knowledge, there was no directive between January
20 and January 30 for investigation against Karkare, 'Apte, the Godses
.or Badg= or anyone else who might have been considered dangerous
for the lives of Congress leaders. The warrant for the arrest of
“Karkare was to be executed by the District Police and in the ordinary
course the Poona C.ILD. would come to know about it as a piece of
information. The witness did not know anything about the deten-
-tion order of Madanlal nor had he seen it earlier. Whether the order
was passed on any recommendation by the Provincial C.ID. the

witness could not naturally recollect.

15.153 The witness was shown an intercepted letter of Karkare
(Ex. 43) which was addressed to various newspapers in Poona for
publication. He said he must have come to know about it as it bore
this endorsement. He knew about the orders for the detention of
“Karkare but could not say why they were passed.

15.154 Activities of Godse were also being watched by the police
‘but it was not a continuous watch so as to prevent his eluding it.
“No orders were issued for the arrest of anyone after Madanlal made-
a statement containing names of his co-conspirators, if he did give
‘their names. If any names had been given to Poona Police, it would
‘have taken steps to apprehend them. He could not remember having
any talk with Nagarvala during the period January 20 to January 30,
1948, If the witness had been told that one of the persons mentioned
by Madanlal was the editor of the Agrani or the Hindu Rashtra, he
would have arrested him at once. When asked how he would have
arrested persons named by Madanlal when warrants on Karkare
.could not be effectively served, his reply was that that was being |
«done by the District Police and not by the C.ID.
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15.155 In his cross-examination he stated that reports were sent
every week to amongst others, the D.I.B. by the D.I.G. compiled from
the reports received from the D.S.Ps. and that these reports contained

the names of Godse, Apte, Karkare, Savarkar and Dr. Parchure of

Gwalior. Although from August 15, 1947, a watch was kept by the
local police on certain Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.S. workers, the
watch was discontinued in November 1947 but the witness could not
give any reason but that must have been under Government’s orders.

15.156 He stated that there were bomb incidents in Poona also
as they were in Ahmednagar. One of them was in the Poona City
Library in July 1947 in connection with which Athawle and N. D.
Apte were arrested but what Athawle stated he could not remember.
When asked why the editor was not arrested, he could not say but
probably there was no evidence against him. The matter was being
investigated by the District Police and not the Provincial C.L.D.

15.157 It never occurred to witness that Madanlal arrested in
Delhi was the same person about whom a report had been made
earlier and this not even after sesing the account of the bomb in the
Times of India, Ex. 106, or the report of the Mahatma’s speech in
the Bombay Chronicle, Ex. 108. Poona group was opposed to the
help Mahatma Gandhi had given to the Muslims and they strongly
disapproved of giving 55 crores. The witness was never shown a
copy of the statement of Madanlal brought by Mr. Rana. He had no
information about the conspiracy to kidnap Mahatma Gandhi. He
did, on being shown previous files, recollect about S. V. Ketkar’s
statement that the arms belonged to Karkare,

15.158 In cross-examination by Mr. Chawla, the witness stated
that the Agrani was a very strong anti-Muslim baper and was attack-
ing the policy of Mahatma Gandhi; but he had no knowledge that
this group of people, connected with the Agrani, were collecting arms
to bring about a revolution. The reports in regard to Godse’s
activities and that of his group were being sent to the DIG, CID,,
Mr. Rana, but really the Assistant D.I.G. looked into these matters,
No names were given to him by Mr. Rana. The Delhi Police never
contacted him and a month later he came to know that they had
come to Bombay and that they had been sent back from Bombay.
Witness did not know whether they wanted to see him or not,

15.159 Rao Sahib Gurtu was examined by the Commission at
Dharwar as he was not keeping good health but in spite of that he
appeared to be quite alert and made his statement without showing
any impairment of memory and without fumbling.

15.160 What emerges from his statement is this
in Ahmednagar and in Poona including the activities
Madanlal at Ahmednagar and of Godse, Apte and
were being reported to the Provincial C.I.D. but th
cover that the activities were so blatantly and
Mahatma Gandhi and the Congress that there wag
harm being done to them and secondly,
then, the bomb incidents in Poona which

that happenings
of Karkare and
Badge at Poona
ey could not dis-
violently against
likelihood of any
that as things appeared
were being investigated
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by the District Police and the Provincial ¢.1.D. had no connection
with anti-Gandhi or anti-Congress activity.

i i bout what Madan-
Thi he Poona C.ID. had no information a _ ‘
lal E};\gdslge:tgdeor czchat he had named anybogly Yvho mlgh‘tiht?}ierﬁ?%g
connected with Poona Hindu M}a:ha}sjgbhg d'lrle%llyb %gﬁliler e ;ﬁat
of Karkare had been given to the I‘OYIHCI? . 1 s and e
i ' . the witness would go, it might 1ave led to i
1osf aé:fﬁa?Z’; f?riglds being enquired into by Poona Police or C.I.D.

i i ; ame ditor of the Agrani
£ at any time, the name of the edi
hacf‘ Okirg?};h;ntioned.y in all probability, this witness would have
seen to his apprehension.

' i did not show the

i Mr. Rana, on his return from .Bom'bay.
.conrf‘éiz}ilgzél sﬁ:atement of Madanlal to this _thness; Asf to vivb}it 1}1;
-ould have done may be a matter of cpnjecture but foresig arlior
guired thatA he should have been taken in confidence at an eariie

stage.

icati his witness and

i e was no communication between t v : o

Mrsﬁgglgfvgll;rand about what Mr. Nagarvala was doing this wit
ness knew nothing. ,

Pravinsinhiji Vijaysinhji, wit. 38. R A Lot
) 15.161 Witness No. 38, Mr. Pravinsinhji Vijaysinhji, was thilD.il?(.)];é
i P(Sona between July 1947 and May 1943 and subsegu:ein y't‘on

f be the Inspector General of Police of Bombay. Hig gpo;x éna

S%OW 'th;tt in the middle of 1947 communal Vloleppe in do 2

Cit Swas‘ running, very high because of the Part‘}tm1_1nt'<1ertx1 L

fee?lrings against Muslims hfad bee? Wortllileedp%%jggd ¥ﬁz 1p i

; ce of the influx of refugees irom t anjab. _

?I?%%Ii; ehgjhasabha workersd t(]'}lrer}v mi(éh}cizg E&O%ﬁg%frécﬁsﬁ?éaﬁlarré
I odse an YR Ne : f
Q}?ff?ﬁgiagugzﬁgGanti—Musl_im. Theﬁe Vil'as ?Oalgggfztg ;t‘:}a}gl; acigérll:;
the Muslim League or against the Muslims; lthangn Brvhs: ed

pagar against the Congress because 1t agree the, Bar

?ﬁic%%%%g tﬁgfe vfas strong feeling against Mahatma Gaﬁi}g{ a; ;o;iir?e%
the main architect of Partition. there was no overt atta gains

jthem.

15.162 The trend of speeches of the ‘Hindu Mahgsabh? e_vxsroilgeex;;
was é}lti—f\/[uslim but not zgcgmgﬁ t’?h v1grlreln€f(;dseTl;1;a§11stn I\/SIahatma
nothing about anything said by Ina lfirhi’s Codse againt e
Gandhi indicating that Mahatma Gan o et

it such a thing had been sald, he
1‘203 Skfl%aii? %hi%i&gki his L.I.B. staff. The person incharge of the L.I.B.
was Inspector Angarkar.

in Poona City but
.163 he time there was no refugee camp In ‘
'the%g.lfrzrﬁ;‘argbér of refugees who were carrying on pe’gty trades.

i ‘ ing the activities of

| ctions had been issued for watching the ¢ k

th 1?—1&%1111 rﬁ[t;}?acsabha and R.S.S. workers. _Their rpeet;lngf‘,c \trc;leerer fﬁ_

t gded by the reporters and the special police, statione ha_ arri\?als
v&?ay stations and the bus stops, used to report about their
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and departures from Poona. This witness knew nothing about why
the Agrani was stopped or why the Hindy Rashtra was started. Those
newspapers, said he, did not preach any violence. The witness

%eéﬁéed any partiality of the police for the Hindu Mahasabha or the

15.166° There was nothing in the newspapers to indicate that
Madanlal was or might be one of the refugees of Poona. No official
help was asked for from the Poona Police in the investigation con-
nected with the throwing of the bomb at Delhi and there was no
marked activity in Poona after the bomb was thrown. On the day
the Mahatma was murdered the houses of some of the Muslims were
set on fire and there was danger of the breach of the peace and

i on was very
inflammatory.

15.167 This witness knew nothing about Sathe who was mentioned
in the statement of Mrs. Barve. If Mr. Barve had the information
that Poona people had gone to Delhi to murder Mahatma Gandhi,
he would certainly have passed it on to him (the witness). The
police was quite vigilant and tried to keep itself informed of the
activities of every person who was likely to resort to violence. But
it had no knowledge about what Apte and Godse were doing.

15.168 Mr. Rana gave no orders to the witness for arresting or
keeping watch on the activities of anyone after his return from Delhi
in January 1948 nor did he say anything about Madanlal nor did
it strike anyone that Madanlal had associates in Poona. As the
situation became very tense after the murder of Mahatma Gandhi,

the police did not direct its energies towards finding out who the.
associates of Nathuram Godse were.

15.169 In connection with the Poona City Library bomb case,
Apte and Athawle were arrested. Athawle made his confession but
in view of withdrawal of the confession the case was withdrawn.
The bomb was not thrown on any particular person but its object
Was to create a scare. The fact that a bomb had been thrown was
not sufficient to warn the police to take stringent measures.

15.170 Coming to Hindu Rashtra Dal, the witness stated that a
circular was issued to watch its activities and the activities of its
members but he could not remember who its members were,

15171 He did not know if Balukaka Kanitkap wrote anything
to a Minister. After the bomb was thrown, this witness had no
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i i na nor
inf tion about Nathuram Godse and Apte having %gl{;cn ];ggnacon_
%on formathe bomb was thrown did he receive any lrrxfxber i i
ceerggr?g these two. This Witgess cou%ldtnvsgsrgg(f Sl

Godse or wha
gpeg ghrlm raa(%;sb}? 11\{13@;;? or Ashoka Mehta that Hindu Mahasabha
v&%rkglfspwere trying to kill Mahatma ’Gandhl.

15.172 Mr. Vaidya in his cross-examination referred to Ex. T1,

] 7 where it is stated that

ing of 28th November 1947 w , 1s. : o

rep%rt ?\flaah;s:g;g gleaders had been accused of thelfi e;l;‘;elngltprzhat’

Hllrll 1:1/{ hatma Gandhi and Nehru and there was no sRee s

slegation: on the contary, the A o e e

if i atter of pride of the 2

pesa te%‘lf: ;fe;)xaz’fatglis meeting never came to the notice of this
ers. !

witness.

issi i stion contains

the Commission that this ques

1'5'173rtlatn%p£1?r%ﬂ's. t(')l‘hex?e is no men_tlon c;pf muril\;ar;rgn b(}ea;ﬂaxil%{‘g%’

ﬁl olf?lls?omentions Pt. Nehru. }T{p th% (ilsasryt }?ércezgxigs r% el

¢ .I.D. by this witness, mention A

Sen‘fi t?nrgg’?i;lﬁ”t}?el Il-)IindSL Mahasabha by the socialists but the
s;r)irtlneeass could not recollect anything about this.

i Delhi wanted Angar-
I1G., C.I.D. on his return from .
karl%l};?:)l £2§ r]?ot available and he did not want anybody else

i id that he had no

' to Mr. Chawla the witness sal e e

1151.1;130151 gfe p(l}%dsoe’s name being mentioned 1nk%22n§:%};1dg111 “

If’etfgn: bomb case, nor did he knov; En;athn;gn ngI;%E o
i i it activities of Godse th .
i&cgﬁge%;grﬁaw;v;t}évg}rlg visiting Poona. As far as the witness coul

i in hi . Badge

i cate violence in his newspaper. 1
e 30%1:(;1 Vlg)een convicted for possession of xlliegal..
o ao s oona but he never came

i k charge of P ! e v
arms before the witness too o R

Godse and Apte were "
Yc(I)lelf‘re}o\i‘i‘fa:ha? tsgglg};uﬁlrﬁour that arms were being collected for Hyd

erabad. The Hindu Mahasabha workers were very sympathetic to-

llect nothing about.
d movement. But he could reco : o
glfgsctll'_fr}i’ggga?r? the district of Ahmednagar brought out in the s

ret abstract.

15.176 As for the events essentigl for thehgulé%;lsees (c)lfo ;iﬁrsl ()Itrl(i:tgga:

is wit i uch assistance as '. oW

V ﬂrlllst}?ilgg ngmllst ?1?; r(;lfairxrll actors in thg tragedy or has no recollection:
ﬁf };.ven’cs. His evidence comes to this i—

i in Poona intensified by
47 there were communal riots in :
& %Eelgrrival of refugees from Pakistan, Punjab.

9) Activities of prominent Hindu Mahasabha Wox(’il«:erzsj1 :;\;;1;:
2 confined to being anti-Muslim and p_rop_agariVI a G%nd‘ﬁi
Congress because of the Partition of which Mr.

was considered to be the architect. t
i leaders was not:
3 eches of Hindu Mahasab_ha_ ¢
e ;I;rsgglgoiosg?olence and there was no indication of danger
to Gandhiji’s life.
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(4) He does not know why the Agrani was stopped or Hindu
Rashtra started but it did not preach violence.

(5) He had no knowledge about the alleged July speech of
Godse.

{6) No official help was asked for the Delhi bomb case.

(7) The police had no knowledge of the activities of Godse or
Apte or their advocating violence,

(8) Referring to the bomb throwing by Athawle he said mere-
ly bepause a bomb was thrown was not sufficient to be a
warning to the police. ; »

(9) He knew nothing about Balukaka Kanitkar’s warning, if
any.

(10) He did not know who the members of the Rashtra Dal
were.

(11) Report of Mr. Jayaprakash Narayan’s speech about accu-
sation against the Hindu Mahasabha members’ intention
to kill Mahatma Gandhi did not come to him.

‘G. S. Chaubal, wit. 31.

_ 15.177 Deputy Superintendent G. S. Chaubal, witness No. 31, was
in the C.ID. (Special Branch) and wag incharge of the headquarters
at Poona at the relevant time in 1947-48. His duties included gene-
ral supervision of the Intelligence Branch incharge of confidential
records. Amongst others he was dealing with communist affairs,
4.e., their activities in the whole Province but he was not incharge

of the intelligence regarding activities of the R.S.S. He knew Apte
and Godse only by sight.

. 15.178 His report in regard to what happened at Panchgani and
his statement in this regard is what has been stated by many others
that all that happened was that about 15 people led by N. D. Apte
held a black flag demonstration against Mahatma Gandhi and then
had to leave the place. According to the intelligence reports that
he got, there was nothing to show of the existence of a conspiracy
‘to murder Mahatma Gandhi. His report in regard to that incident
is Ex. 48 dated July 23, 1944. He was aware of the organisation
called Hindu Rashtra Dal which was started by Nathuram Godse
and others but he knew nothing about its activities as mentioned
in Ex. 3¢ He knew nothing about any contact which the Delhi
police might have had with Poona Police during the period 20th
January to 20th January 1948. He did not watch the activities of
Nathuram Godse and on the whole his testimony is not of much im-
portance to what was happening in Poona.

N. Y. Deulkar, wit. 6.

15.179 Another witness from Poona was Deputy Superintendent
of Police N. Y. Deulkar, witness No. 6, who was a Deputy Superin-
tendent of Police in the C.I.D. Branch of Poona. He did know N.
-V Godse and his party who were opposed to the pro-Muslim policy
- of the Government. They, includifig" Godse, were making fiery spee-
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ches at public meeting which were taken down in extenso by police
reporters. He also koew that Dr. Parchure of Gwalior protested
against the pro-Muslim policy of Mahatma Gandhi. The leaders of
the Hindu Rashtra Dal were Gedse and Apte and others and that
whenever these people made any speecheg they used o be recorded
by police reporters. There were no reports made to him “that the
membpers of the Hindu Rashtra Dal were carrying on their activi-
ties prejudicial to the safety of the Central leaders or Congress
leaders or against the stability of the State.” Ie did not know
Karkare or about his activities.

15.180 When asked about the nature of activities in Poona irom
November 1947 to January 1948, his reply was that reports about
the speeches used to come to him and he sent them on to higher
officers. When the activities of any individual had to be watched
it was done by the City Intelligence Branch. He could not remem-
ber whether N. V. Godse was under police surveillance but when the
reports were shown to him that Godse was under police surveillance
since 1944, his reply was “whether he was so from November 1947
to January 1948, I am not able to say”’. What he meant to say was
that the public activities of Godse were being reported but there
was no shadow put on him. This was in spite of the fiery speeches
which he had made. As to what he (Gadse) exactly said in his
speeches, the witness could not say.

15.181 He could not say anything about the forfeiture of the secu-
rity of the Agrani for objectionable writings in July 1947 as he (the
witness) was not in Poona at that time. Although he read the arti-
cles in the Agrani, he did not know that the Government was seri-
ously examining them because of their being dangerous. He did
not know anything about the starting of the Hindu Rashtra Dal by
‘N. V. Godse or its inauguration by V. D. Savarkar.

15.182 The movements of Godse were not watched when he left

-Poona. Godse, Apte, Badge Karkare and Sharkar were from the

area falling within his (the witness’s) jurisdiction. Badge wag deal-
ing in arms but as far as the witness could say it was not illegal
trafficking. The witness was shown the C.I.D. file containing record
of Godse’s activities but he could not say whether he had seen the
file at any time earlier. He was asked if he would recommend a
watch being kept 'on the' persons mentioned had he seen the file
earlier.  His reply ‘was in the affirmative. The reference was ‘to
Ex. 34, a note on Hindu Rashtra Dal from the police paperg show-
ing that the office-bearers of the Dal were Godse, Asie and others,

15.183 Deputy Superintendent Deulkar was recalled and he said
that there was an incident at Panchgani on July 22 1944 at ome
of the Mahatma Gandhi’s meetings. Whatever happened wag cor-
rectly recorded in Ex. 129.. The person leading the party on that
occasion was N. D. Apte. . He had no information as to the presence
of Nathuram Godse at that meeting nor about the recovery of the
knife although he was personally present at the meeting. Nobedy
was arrested and therefore, the statement that Nathuram Codse
was arrested and then let off, would be incorrect.
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15.184 He said that when the bomb was thrown at Delhi, he was
not in Poona. He had been sent on an assignment to J anjira State.
After the murder he was called back by the D.IG., C.I.D., Poona
but he did not come vie Bombay. In cross-examination he was asked
about the speech made by Dr. Parchure on December 2, 1947, Ex.
131. He said he had not seen it before, ’ :

15.185 When he was going to Janjira, it was unlikely that
visited the Special Branch, Bombay. ] Al

15.186 He did not know Badge by sight. To sum up:

(1) Deputy Superintendent of Police Deulkar knew that Godse -

and his party were opposed to pro-Muslim policy of the
Government, _

(2) Godse made fiery speeches which were taken down by
police reporters.

- (3) There was no report made to witness about the members
of Rashtra Dal carrying on activities against the safety
of the Central Government Ministers or Congress leaders.

4) Hg could not remember if Godse was under police sur-
veillance,

(5) He could not say anything about forfeiture of the secu-
rity of the Agrani as that was before his coming to Poona.

(6) He has given what the avocations of Godse, Apte and
Badge were.

(7) He reported the Panchgani incident. Godse, was not there
but N. D. Apte was.

(8) It was unlikely that he went to Bombay Special Branch
on his way to Janjira.

G. P, Angarker, wit. 68

15.187 Deputy Superintendent of Police G. P. Angarkar, withess
No. 66, was in the Intelligence Branch during the relevant period
July 1947 to end of January 1948. Police shorthand reporters sent

_ the proceedings of meetings to him and he sent them on to higher
officers. Amongst those whose speeches had to be reported were some
Hindu Sabha workers but there were no R.S.S. workers in the list.
Amongst the former was Barrister Savarkar and L. B. Bhopatkar.
Savarkar was the President of Hindu Mahasabha, Nathuram Godse
was a kind of a bodyguard of his but was not particularly prominent.
Apte was at one time a Government servant and an honorary re-
cruiting officer in the Indian Army in Ahmednagar. Badge had a
Shastra Bhandar which was raided several times. Reports were
sent to other districts also in regard to Badge when he sent any
arms to those districts. But he was not considered dangerous and,
therefore, his absence from Poona was not noticed.

15.188 Nathuram Godse’s movements were not being watched but
Apte’s were to some extent. He was dangerous because of his anti-
Muslim policy. The witness could not remember Godse making
a speech about Gandhiji’s living 125 years. If such a speech had
been made it would have been reported and brought to the notice .
of the D.I.G., C.ID.

2

.searches for arms.
.ed and on a raid a number of weapons including automatic weapons
‘were found and five persons were arrested.
‘account book was found with an entry of Rs. 2,000 having been paid

‘That was in December.
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15.189 Alter the “Agrani” stopped, it restarted under the name
“Hindu Rashtra” and this was allowed in spite of police objection.
The Agrani was strongly anti-Congress but not particularly anti-
Gandhi. Security was taken from it because of its policy of violence
and encouragement of communal tension,

15.190 In June 1947 a bomb was thrown on what is known as
Shivaji Road by one Athawle and he disclosed that it had been given
to him by Apte. Both of them were arrested. Case against them
was sent up for trial but was withdrawn. The arrest wag the result
of vigilance of the police but the Intelligence Branch was not res-
ponsible for prosecutions. It was in regard to this case that the
local D.S.P. remarked it was not serious as it was not meant to be
thrown on any particular person.

15.191 From July to December there were a large number of
In one case a socialist leader Limaye was arrest-

In another search an

to Apte and Badge for the purchase of a machinegun, thug showing
that these two persons were not so harmless. Cases were filed in
court but were later on withdrawn and some of the persons men-
tioned in the account bock were not even arrested. Had the pro-

secution proceeded, Apte and Badge would have been in it. The

witness could not say under whose orders the cases were withdrawn.
He himself was against the withdrawal of
.cases because all his efforts were thereby rendered useless.

15.192 There was no such activity in Poona in the month of Jan-
ury. When the bomb was thrown at Birla House and Madanlal’s
‘name was mentioned, it did not convey anything to the police in

"Poona because they knew nothing about Madanlal,

15.193 Inspector Amgarkar knew Apte and Badge but not Godse
-yery well; but only as a police officer and not as a friend. Mr. Gartu
never asked him about Apte, Godse and Badge nor was he sent to
‘Bombay to help Mr. Nagarvala. If Deulkar was sent to Bombay
he would not know.

15.194 There were no reports in the Local Intelligence Branch
-about the activities of Nathuram Godse nor anything to show that
he was indulging in violent activities. There was no sympathy in
the Local Intelligence Branch for Godse and his party.

15.195 The witness had information about Hindu Rashtra Dal
-who were called Savarkarites. He used to watch the movements
of followers of Savarkar in a general way and they searched their
‘houses also. To his knowledge the activities of Hindu Mahasabha
“in Poona were not directed against Mahatma Gandhi but were di-
rected against meeting the danger from Muslims.

15.196 The policy of the Agrani was anti-Gandhi and anti-Con-
gress and the paper was pronouncedly a communalist paper. In
cross-examination the witness said that Savarkar and Bhopatkar
-were in the list of extreme political agitators.
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15.197 The witness had throughout served in Poona in the C.I.D.

as well as in the District and whenever the officers needed him they
took his help and found him useful

15.198 The Savarkarites were conde
Mahatma Gandhi and the
dhiji personally.

mning pro-Muslim policies of
Congress but they were not against Gan-

15.199 After the partition there was Hindu-Muslim tension in
Poona also. He could not say whether the recovery of arms had
anything to do with the Hindu Mahasabha. After the arrest of Baba
Sahib Pranjpe the witness came to know that the weapons were
being sent to Hyderabad., They came to know about the connection
of the Hindu Mahasabha with the arms when the account book was
found in a raid. He did not know that Mr. Jayaprakash Narayan
also was interested in the movement of arms to Hyderabad. In the
Taid above-mentioned, Apte and Godse were not arrested because
they were not in the house where the raid was conducted. In the
account book above-mentioned, the names of Apte and Badge were
there but not of Godse. Apte and Badge were not arrested.

15.200 The C.I.D. staff in Poona was limited and they watched
first one railway station and then two and no plainclothes policemen
were placed at the houses mentioned in the list, Ex. 115. Oceasional
visits used to be paid to see about their whereabouts,

15.201 Ex. 121 dated 27th December 1947 shows that the collec-
tion of arms was for the people’s struggle in the Hyderabad State.

15.202 The witness could not remember if Mr. Jayaprakash Nara-
yan made a statement at a meeting that Hindu Mahasabha leaders

wanted to murder Mahatma Gandhi, Jawaharlal Nehru and other
Congress leaders.

15.203 During the period 20th January tos80th January 1948 the
Local Intelligence Branch was not asked to search for Karkare.
He had not seen any such requisition. = List of dangerous persons
who were to be watched was made by Government or by the C.ILD.
They kept a watch also over persons whom they thought dangerous
and were not in the list. Badge was one of them. He was watched
because he was dealing in arms. One man stationed to watch his
movements was to watch the movements of others also. He used
to find out who visited him and where he himself went.

15.204 Badge had a distinguishable appearance. He had a long
beard and long hair. His house was searched a number of times.

He was considered dangerous in the context of Hindu-Muslim ten-
sion. .

15.205 Apte’s house was searched about twice in 1947 and Nathu-
ram Godse’s once. The offices of the Agrani were not searched,

15206 If he had krow that the editor of the Agrani was in the
coneniracy for bomb throwing at the Birla House, he would certainly
have arrested him snd ‘£ he was not in Poona he would have tried
to find out his whereabouts and then tried to follow him. If he had
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trailed him there..
o had gone to Bombay he would ha\{e _ 7
ﬁréoxgu’gﬁaﬁeﬁ’ce trie§ to trace ﬁlrg 1v{vherevcﬁ"l é};ce (“‘}Nc?s :r;(}agvgr?efg%k%\ge
‘ im to N Delhi. If he had known : .
egspclirgtifgn o%wMadanlal he would at once have connectelag Alpte X;::,g
%irxj because they were great friends. Athawle would also

been considered as an associate.

i ‘ d before the Commission
5.207 Mr. Khadilkar, M.P., had s:cate e ' ‘
that1 J}_ﬁspector Angarkar used to be “amongst them”, i.e., ne was

| quite friendly with them and knew everything and, therefore, he

i to Mahatma
i + make any report to the police about the danger [ :
%Snggii?sa—fﬁf: yCorgmission thought it necessary to exi{nlne_lli[;ge
pEC‘Eér ‘Angarkar on this point and 'celxir’xl‘l}llnegel};}cri%natbe tl;] e\é; ée
hecause of his failing health. He said, e elap Snd ERL e
iti kers belonging to the Congress Party ano partl
gg;;tlﬁiidﬁfé{ ethse policegwere not so cordial afh‘go be ][():allteci;V %‘;inl%lgr
; each other.” He did not know anything abou ;
%g}v:drgiaiaiad stated to be within Angarkar’s knowledge.

i i-Congress feeling..
5.208 Because of the Partition, there was anti :
Thg 5C%?r?grc—zescsapeOpIe were taken as pro-_Mushms and were ‘C‘}?wieg
of trying to appease the Muslims. The Hindu Mahasabhaites wante
the Muslims to go away to Pakistan.

i Hindu Maha--
There was no shadowing of these extreme |
qab%fgzgorkeise nor of the Hindu Rashtx;;l Da%) but ;&ex ctl;l%i ;rf;rn ;3
f hat was going on amongst them by po g len
g? gtr(:gg‘i)‘(,: places. The police reporters used to report any meemrtlg
held in the town, i.e., those meetings about. which they came fo
know anything.

15.210 Mr. Khadilkar, as far as he could remember. was at that

_ time a sickly person suffering from lung or abdominal ulcers. He

was not an active worker. He was not in the Congress. He was

. in the Workers and Peasants Party.

2 witness was specifically asked if there was apythx,gg
in %l?éﬁiixfTs};I%Wing intense feelings against Mahatma Gandhi. ‘r}:;se
renly was that the situation was tense and even (?ong@iismel\? g» .
against the Congress and nobody was happy in hig “ﬂ(llél e oS ;ti g“
o et s bl vl e b R T

He was so pressed for time tha d > tal i s
gfgn or H?T.Krlzdu Mghasabhaites or the R.S.S. and that das?dOf F‘)te(‘-c)pllli
and even if the police wanted to talk to them they m}ilm; n& nr%hi
to them. The Hindu Mahasabha was opposed to Maha mi o i\/v i
because of his appeasement policy toyvards. the %\(Iushmlr?. \pte S
dangerous at that time because of his anti-Muslim policy.

19 itness did not know that Balukaka Kamtkar had
wri%ciézﬁgags?tiigg to Mrs B, G. Kher /@ e knew LG. N, Ke&kaﬁw ozﬁly
as a policé officer would. From the activities of the Hlp 1111 : ‘?h a-
sabha or the R.S.S. or the Rashtra Dal he could not say t ]a : ejyft
were going to commit violence against angress leaders. L.eas_ ot
all agéinst Manatma Gandhi. Their activities were directed againsg
the Muslims.
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15.218 It was not co i |
M -orrect that in 1947 aft
he et (e T55) GonEP S wovkers quie ofen. 1t iy b it
its height. But it would en Samyukt Maharashtra move i
» 5 not be corre b O
ly with anyone, He was only doing Iflts, tgo??c}; Ez}lll?ée};e Jieadin g

15.21 4.' (5] > i fO ‘O i y" '

life was in dan .
ger. Mr.
NG sichidnformet on, r. Khadilkar may say so but the witness had

15.215 i
After Independence, his relations with the Congress lea-

‘ders were neither fri
: endly nor
gy y nor unfriendly, A i -
the(;o e £ a5 best as he could. T oo eT A Bad
caused becaug B f deal of work. The Hindu-Muslim Tl
: ! ¢ of the atrocities committeq by Musﬁglnsmzn f““‘i
iState Congress leade | Some of th gains
) had s e Hyderabad
hand s I's nad come to reside in P e
s with Hindu Mahasabhaites and .Socialistgs gg?;ﬁseTgfe}; Ji%ﬁgg

of arms was meant toyh i
{ e again '
kill them. The collection of aIng flgasthoen Solrggissscﬁgders R

15216 He had no suspici '
- picion that Badge
g :rsiséegfwgigpllle t‘were_ going to murder l%léhﬁt%lz’ ggggi'and o
L hcé nagamst Mahatma Gandhi’s pberson but al. i i
Bl ever th(_)ught_ that they were going ¢ ooy
paring daggers in his two-roomed te%egléﬁ?rder e

15.21 i
h o,iaiéxiglxllu sfurrlllmary of the evidence of Inspector Angarkar
e e (l) t‘ e Commission, was an important Wi%?lr - i
, Clear-headed and an intelligent police oﬂioeelfbvéﬁone
2 10se

demeanour in the wi ;
i o Witness box wasg straight and unhesitating shows
)

Hyderabad,

(2) There was a great d ;
eal of collection of arm it

g{trﬁg;n’f&r: of glhe Hindu Mahasabha but :S%il;tlgzliﬁ{y

o Muslimsvg’m; Ifar%féﬁf CIOer ction was for use agaeni

[ - arly for use b ; et

themselves against the Razakars in H?; iﬁ%ﬁfﬂ tgtgifte“

(3) There was inteng i :
5 e feelin ai
policy of appeasement of %hs gl\?lilnssﬁmtse Congress for its

(4) There was also an int i
: 1 ense feelin i r b
but. not against him personally gu%g:lg?g llziihatma Ciran@n
policies. gainst his pro-Muslim

(5) S{gtgé %gfcisteh:tn?ﬁ qBSai§e hjd come to the notice of the
B e a5 1 regard to their activities against

)
i3

i
i

"
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(6) According to the evidence of this witness there was noth-
ing to indicate that anybody in Poona was going to use
violence against the Congress leaders, least of all against
Mahatma Gandhi and certainly not to murder him.

(7) There was bomb throwing in Poona and a number of
searches were made which resulted in finding arms in the
houses of various people and even cases were started but
those cases were withdrawn much to the chagrin of the

police and this witness,

(8) Some prominent State Congress people from Hyderabad
had come and settled down in Poona and were associat-
ing with the Hindu Mahasabhaites and socialists because
they found them to be more useful than the Congress in
the matter of collection of armg which could be sent for

use in Hyderabad State.

(9) The witness never came to know that the collection of
arms was for the purpose of using against the Congress

leaders or to kill them.
(10) The collection of arms was on a large scale.

(11) This witness had no suspicion that Badge, Apte and Godse
and people of that class were going to commit the murder
of Mahatma Gandhi. He did not know Karkare. He did
know that the Savarkarites were against the policies of
Mahatma Gandhi but not against his person.

(12) Apte, Godse and Badge were not shadowed as they were
not of sufficient importance. The only persons from am-
ongst the Hindu Mahasabha who were watched and whose
speeches were taken down in verbatim were Savarkar aud
Bhopatkar, but even they do not seem to have been sha-

dowed.

(13) The policy of the Agrani was anti-Gandhi and anti-Con-
gress and this was pronouncedly a communalist paper.

(14) The witness denied that he was friendly with the Congress
or any other party after Independence and that he knew
anything about what Mr. Khadilkar had stated regarding
the danger to Mahatma Gandhi’s life and the atmosphere
being full of violence towards Mahatma Gandhi.

(15) Had he known that Godse was an associate of Madanlal,
he would have followed him wherever he went, whether

he was in Poona or Bombay or even Delhi.

K. M. Munshi, wit. 82

~ 15.218 Mr. K. M. Munshi, an eminent Advocate, who has held
every kind of high office in the Government and became a well-
known Congress leader, stated in his deposition (witness No. 82)
that there was a group of political thought against Mahatma Gandhi,

compendiously known as the Kesari Group.

15.219 This group was led by Savarkar who advocated violence
ever since he was a student and believed in politica]l assassination
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as an integral part of patriotism for achieving freedom. This school [

of thought had a number of youngmen, highly vatriotic, devoted to
the country, prepared to make any sacrifice reqguired to liberate the
country from foreign rule and it was confined to Western India
Those in Bengal were different. 5 — L
1532({ As a result of the upsurge of Gandhian ‘movement this
group ot terrorists became isolated because the masses began to
follow Gandhiji as he was a Mahatma. In spite of the doubts which
many people including Mr. Munshi himself entertained in regard to
Ga@@hw an movement, all active politicians had per-force to join him’
WhLm;‘q resulted in the eclipse of the terrorists school still further
bguh in Poona and in Calcutta, but some of them according to Mr.
Munshi, saw the wisdom of generating strength by joining the Civii
Disobedience Movement of Mahatma Gandhi. i V

15.221 A CI.D. report at page 18 of I.B. file No. 8/C -
that the Kesari group were sog:'rnething different fror/n %Véli?’c Ignz};o\g:
called the Savarkar group. This document shows that when by
August 1943 something like Rs. 2,19,514/- were collected as purses to
Ve Ty Sayarkar, the.Kesari group became apprehensive that Savarkar
may ultmnga‘te}y eclipse Lokmanya Tilak. It is not necessary for
the Commlssm_n to go into these dissentions but it has thought fit
[t:)(z1 ppe(;lsnt out this distinction because that distinction exists in official

15.222 As 4 consequence of this conflict in political methods a
th‘e want of faith in Gandhiji or Gandhian rne%hods in the “Kesaxr‘ig‘
school of thought in Maharashtra personal prejudices against
I\{Ia}}atma Gax;dhi resulted. But due to the flood of emotional pat-
.rlotr_sm resulting from Gandhiji’s “Quit India” Movement and the
inability of anyhody to withstand its influence, nobodfy was pre-
pared to take the odium of anti-Gandhism. But Savarkar never
lowered hls_ flag; he continued to believe in political assassination
as a permissive method for achieving Indian freedom: however. he .
remained quiscent and retreated into the backgrouﬂd while ~ the
901;:1_1":1’51'},; was being swept by the “Quit India” Movement - of Gan-
dhl;;l; I‘hgre was in the Kesari school of thought a certain section of
beople who genuinely believed that Hindus required a strong ‘orga-
nisation to meet Muslim aggressiveness and were apprehens‘ijve‘ of
the weak-kneed policy of the secularity group.

15.223 The witness further stated that Partition was inevitable
under 'the circumstances created in the country; but Gandhiii was
prpese‘dl to it resulting in strained relations with Jawaharlal Nehru
and Sardar Patel. Mr. Munshi was of the opinion that had India
not been divided at that time, there would have been civil war at
all levels resulting in street fighting in every tfown and also amongst
jshe Defence Services and the Police; but in North India the feel-
ing confinued to exist amongst the Hindus in general that Mahatma
Gandhi was responsible for the Partition and he became very un-
popular _because of his insistence on giving 55 crores to Pakistan
The feeling of the Hindus throughout was that if the Mahatma had
not appeased the Muslims by conceding Pakistan, Hindus WOllli(]
have been spared the miseries to which they were subjected. '
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g 15.224 This is, in the opinion of the Commission, a fair and correct
. assessment of the political thought at the time in the country as a
 whole in general and in Maharashtra in particular and also in north-
. ern Provinces of India. This has been discussed at this stage with th(—;
i- ‘happenings in Poona because Poona was the centre of the Kesari
I group and of the activities of the extreme Hindu views which exist-
I od in the Maharashtrian districts round about Poona. The Com-
B mission will have very much more to say and other evidence to
‘discuss both oral and documentary in this conuection. But it would
b suffice to say that there was a strong anti-Gandhi feeling amongst
the Hindus particularly in Maharashtra of which the lead was in
‘the hands of the Kesari group. In that case, Savarkar was tried as
a member of the conmspiracy but was acquitted. It has been stated
. Dbefore the Commission that the inspiration came from Savarkar
| and he even patted Madanlal for what he was proposing to do.

=5

'
4

" Mrs. Sarle Barve, wit. 39

15, 925 Mrs. Barve, witness No. 39, in her written 'statement,

Ex. 72, said that her husband who was the District Magistrate of
' Poona did come to know about the illegal activities of the Hindu
. Mahasabha members and that is why a watch was kept on their acti-
| vities. She accused the authorities of not taking any proper notice.
" The throwing of the bomb on the 20th January 1948 was, according to
" her, a precursor of something very serious, e.g. murder. She also
. stated therein that her husband did know something about the
. impending trouble at Delhi and for that reason he telephoned Mr.
¢ Morarji Desai and informed him about it.

15.226 She stated that two or three days before the murder of
' Mahatma Gandhi a man called Sathe came to their house but as her
| husband was not present he told her that some Poona people had
| gone to Delhi to take the life of Mahatma Gandhi and that she re-
| peated that story  to her husband and that Baburao Sanas and
. Viasantrae. Deshmukh, other Maratha goondas, had made prepara-
b tions to burn down houses of Brahmins who were vitally afraid of
I Maratha goondas. She asked Sathe where he lived and he said,
P “Sadashiv. Peth” and that he was a retired school teacher.

‘ 15.227 On the 27th January 1948, she found her husband rather
" restless. He telephoned to Mr. Kamfte, Inspector General of Police,
' after asking her to go out of the room. A little while later she told
' her husband what Sathe had told her which made her husband
more restless, worried and serious and thereafter he was telephoning

@ iost of the time. ‘After the murder, her husband arranged for
¢ military to come into the town and curfew was ordered and her
" husband slept for an hour or so and she accompanied her husband
B on two or three occasions. The curfew order continued for about
a fortnight. She then deposed as to the Brahmins and non-Brahmins

. disturbances. She said that there was a definite plot to kill Mahatma

:; fo’andhi.

15228 She was examined as a witness (No. 39) and she again
. stated wnbout Sathe and that she gave the information to Mr. Barve.




302

She had no personal knowledge about the persons who were going:
to create trouble.

Gopal Godse, wit. 33

15.229 Gopal Godse, witness No. 33, stated that Nathuram Godse
and Apte were collecting arms for Hyderabad trouble ‘which had

the approval of the Provincial Government,
ing Delhi politics and the threat of fast convinced Nathuram and

Apte that Gandhi was trying to coerce the Government and this be--
came a second reason for the collection of arms and ammunition by-

Nathuram Godse and Apte.

15.230 At one stage it had been given out that Pakistan National
Assembly would meet in Delhi. It was the intention of Nathuram.
Godse and Apte and others to blow up that National Assembly.

15.231 Another thing that was worrying Nathuram and Apte was
that Pakistan was not sending India’s share of arms and ammuni-
tion. India, on the other hand, was sending to Pakistan her share of
ammunition in India. Intention of N athuram, Apte and others
were to blow up those trains but it was not necessary because those-
trains never went. ! ,

15.232 When it was given out that 55 crores were not going to be-
paid to Pakistan, they were very happy. =eHE

15.233 The witness has tried to show that there was no conspiracy
before the 13th J anuary 1948 but it is not for this Commission to go-
into that matter. |

15.234 As has been stated eléewhere, Gopal Godse denied Nathu--
ram’s going to Panchgani in 1944 to murder Mahatma Gandhi.
Nathuram was not satisfied with Gandhiji’s policies but it was not.
cl:ggect dthalg Nzillthuram intended to kill Mahatma Gandhi in July

=0 and what he is alleged to have said could only be hij an .
with Mahatma Gandhi’s utterances, 5 T

15.235 Peonle were exasperated and they did want something to
stop the massacre which was going on and the anti-Indian things
which were being done in Delhi and the fast to give 55 crores was
“the last straw which broke the camel’s back”.

15.236 If a strict watch had been kept and police from Ahmed-
nagar, Poona or Bombay had closely watched the movements of
Nathuram or Karkare or Apte, it is possible that this murder may
not have been committed by them but that would not have pre-
vented other people from doing the same thing. The feeling among
the public was so much against Mahatma Gandhi.

15.237 He added that on 21st Janua 1948 the police did t t
search for him at Delhi Junction anrg the train wasg delayerg b$
half an hour but they never found him. Even Poona Police would
not have been able to locate him because they did not know him,
He said that what Mandanlal told Professor Jain was wrong becauge
there was no conspiracy at the time. 3

They were both study--
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15.238 The conspiracy was not to kidnap Mahatma Gandhi but-
to kill him. The bomb was exploded to create commotion and:
divert the public and their attention and those of the conspirators .
who were sitting amongst the congregation would have killed
Gandhiji by means of revolvers but the revolvers were found to be-
defective and the object was to be achieved by throwing hand--
~ grenades. But there was a big crowd and hand-grenades would have -
. killed others also. For that reason, Nathuram and Apte stopped
the operation. | : I :

£ 15.239 It was not correct that their party received money or arms..
8 from the sardars of Gwalior or they or the ruler had any connec-
& tion with them. That allegation was absolutely false because by
. helping the conspirators they would not gain anything nor were-
. they going to get back their raj.

‘ 15.240 Even if the conspirators had been arrested, others would
| have assassinated Gandhiji and nothing that the police could do-
| would have prevented them. The feelings were at their highest and
" nothing would have saved him.

15.241 Maulana Azad had a great deal of influence over Gandhiji’s:
pro-Muslim policies. Maulana Azad wanted Sardar Patel to leave-
'so that he could induce Gandhiji to do many things for the benefit
" of Pakistan and Muslims in India. In his view, Gandhiji was mis-
' led by Maulana Azad in the matter of giving 55 crores. That was a.
- position of no return and the consequences that followed were in--
- evitable.

. 15242 He said that Mr. M. D. Pathak, Advocate of Bombay, also-
. took part in the demonstration against Gandhiji at Panchgani. - He:
- could also depose that Nathuram never went to Panchgani nor was-
‘there the incident of a dagger. In cross-examination he said there
- was no plan to murder Pakistan leaders.

' 15.243 He stated that on the 21st morning before the train started
* from the Delhi Junction, Madanlal was brought by uniformed
' police. He (Gopal) and Karkare were at the platform but Madan-
' lal did not point them out. The only Gwalior man he knew was Dr..
. Parchure.

15.244 Nathuram and Apte used to go to Ahmednagar.

‘ 15.245 All the conspirators walked out of the prayer-meeting
® within five minutes of the ignition of the gun-cotton slab. There
. were a number of policemen at the Birla House on the 20th and no-
" body tried to stop the taxi in which the conspirators escaped. The
| taxi-driver also had a grievance against Mahatma Gandhi. He had
come to know that they were responsible for the bomb.

15.246 Other witnesses who have deposed to the state of affairs
- and conditions in Poona are Messrs S. R. Bhagwat, witness No. 69,
' R. K. Khadilkar, M.P., witness No. 97, G. V. Ketkar, witness No. 1.
Besides, there are the statements of Balukaka Kanitkar, Ex. 81, re-
‘corded by the police and his writings, Ex. 11, his letter to H.E. the




- «Governor eneral ' of India and his writings in )
: G d g the Purushartha
Ex. 166. They have been discussed in dr'ffl‘ . in
e Srtoptittele  fall ifferent chapters wherein

-R. K. Khadilkar, wit. 97
15.247 As Mr. G. V. Ketkar, witness No ‘ 1, had stated th
i { tkar, N tec t he had
talked to Mr. R. K. Khadilkar about what he observed andawheat iaie

heard and about what Godse had told hi i issi ]
. a . s m, the Commission thought
it necessary to examine Mr. Khadilkar who readily cOnsentedgto

appear before the Commission and his statement on this matter is.

very revealing.

15.248 When queétioned about what Mr. Ketkar sai i

' ) ed % . Ket] said about h
Ea;l?nli ;Cgchﬁn’ tMr. K?a;dﬂkar’s (witness No. 97) reply was that }::
. O recollection of his travelling with Mr. Ketk .
informing him of what Godse had sgaid. digele

. 15249 When questioned about what Mr. G. V. Ketka '
his reply was that he was all the time under. the imoiesggrf tattl‘lagé
the local police intelligence which was under Inspector Angarkar
knew everything and he thought that they must have sent the
Decessary information to the authorities in Bombay. He also stated
that aftgr the first attempt, i.e,, the incident of the bomb. they had
‘come to know that Balukaka Kanitkar had taken the pre,caution of
ggg‘g;ngtht}tle autholl;ities that there was a persistent rumour in
) at somewhere som pi é ing i der
T ameas o € conspiracy was hatching in order to

_ 15.250 He has deposed that there were rumours even ‘

‘urst attempt of January 20, 1948 of a conspiracy being }]?aetfg}fgd t}ilz
Poona o attack Gandhiji. The rumours were to the effect that
something will happen to Gandhiji because he had succumbed  to
_the pressure of those who favoured Partition; he was responsible for
the giving away of 55 crores to Pakistan which was the proverbial

last straw and people were decrying hi i ‘nov
‘there was no escape for him”. YU TR G e

15251 One instance of this objection to Mahatmaii i ig
be termed a not so violent opposition was given by tljliswwiliii%?sgu%?g
said that when before the Partition of the country and that Was in
Aqgust 1947, there was a proposal to hold a joint meeting of the
citizens on the occasion of the death anniversary of Lokmanya Tilak
vand the Mal}atma, who was in Poona at the time was to be invited
to be the main or rather the only speaker and Mr. Shankarras Deo
the Prov1nc1a}1. Congress President, was approached to move in thé
matter, opposition came from the members of the Hindu Mahasabha
the militant people amongst whom led by Nathuram Godse said
that they would under no circurastances agree to such a joir;t meet~
‘ing and if it was held it would be disturbed. As there was thig
violent opposition to the joint meeting, the proposal was given up :

. 15.252 The following passage from the stat ilss
-kar is demonstrative of the atmosphere in Poo‘neamenlc S g

“The atmosphere was highly tense and critical
"The : of Mahatma
Gandhi though there were no open threats. But the writim;u
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in the Press and the trend of the public speeches made as also
of the private talk showed that people were very critical of
the Mahatma because according to them he had betrayed
India—they identified India with Hindus only—and would
continue 10 betray the country in future. At that time there
was a newspaper called the Hindu Rashtra which had taken
the place of the Agrani in which this feeling was ventilated
very clearly. There was another Hindu Mahasabha paper
called the Kal which was also highly critical—of course,
veiled criticism which showed a little bitterness.”

15.253 The witness added that he was absolutely certain that
‘before the first attempt was made but after the Partition and the

| giving of 55 crores, the atmosphere in Poona was highly poisonous

and antagonistic towards Mahatma Gandhi and people thought that
if he continued to live he would barter away the country to appease

: Pakistan, and the witness and people like him blamed the Govern-

ment for not taking proper precautions against the movement which

‘was afoot in Poona; and they blamed the Bombay Government more

ecause they should have taken proper precautions. He repeated

' that the Poona Police intelligence was “with them”; they were

sensing what was happening and what the atmosphere was and he

f, and h's friends could never imagine that they would not apprise
" the Government of what the true state of feelings was. After the

giving of 55 crores the writings in the Press clearly demonstrated
the extreme indignation and resentment of the people against those
who had betrayed the country and it was not directed against the
Muslims. The attention of this witness was drawn to what Mr.
Dehejia, Secretary of the Bombay Home Department, had stated that

. the violent propaganda in Poona was anti-Muslim. To this his reply
§ was that it was incorrect that the Muslims were the target of this

resentment or incitement to violence; it was more correct to say that

:“ the sullenness and resentment was directed more against the Con-
| gress and particularly against Mahatma Gandhi. He admitted that

none of them rushed to Bombay or to Delhi to warn the authorities

| but nonetheless they were anxious about the safety of the life of
. the Mahatma.

15.254 He was again asked about the warning given by Balukaka

' Kanitkar and he said that it was not that Balukaka had written
" during the period beiween the first attempt and the murder but only
' that he had already warned the Government about the danger to
' Congress leaders including Mahatma Gandhi. But he could not say

that there was anyone who had given this warning during this

| period.

15.255 The witness has also said that for some time before the
bomb was thrown, the atmosphere was surcharged with communal
fanaticism but that was directed against Gandhiji who was consi-
dered to be the prime mover towards appeasement of Muslims.

15.25% The witness has given two reasons for not getting into

~ touch w |th the authorities—one, that Inspector Angarkar, head of the

20—259 HA.
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local intelligence, knew about it and he was under the impression

that he would convey this information to the higher a ities i

Poona, who would naturally relay it to the higﬁer au?lgggirtlitelses ;1{11
?om}oay; ano’[ the other is that Balukaka Kanitkar had already sent
the mfoymamqn to the Ministers in Bombay. Perhaps, an  earlier
information given to the authorities by people who Wére aware of
:’:lhe_ foul atmosphere and even to the local District Magistrate mightj
C{ave_?ee? more efficacious. e also said that if his information were
Leﬁnue, he 'woul‘d have run to Bombay and informed the Ministers
at Bombay in spite of hig being a “protestant against the C‘dngress’;

S. R. Bhagwut, wit. 69

¢ 15257 Mr. S. R. Bhagwat, witness No. 69. i
- at, - 09, in a letter, Ex. 11
;cgf g\f;egﬁ.t }i‘ IKtaénﬁ\t/Ear}!f saéd E%;at the late Balukaks Kanitﬁar }?ﬁf
a - B. G. Kher and the late Sard ‘ ot
the plot tq murder Mahatma Gandhi but no one bl:ﬂ?erve%at}filnf o

15.259 Mr. Bhagwat added that he wrote perso

Balasahﬂ? Kher and Sardar Patel at Delhi telling therrfl“frloegef;h;(‘:
I am noticing in the atmosphere all around me and from the move-
ments that are being carried on, Mahatma Gandhj was (going to be‘)
murder_t,—:-d. _The atmosphere from which T sensed danger to Mahatma
Qandhls life were the speeches made by Balukaka Kanitkar and
h1§ friends and others”. He could not remember exactly who those
fr1_end.s and others were but they told him that “I would hear some-
thing within about a week or so about Mahatma Gandhi’s life”. Tt
was only Balukaka’s speech about which he wrote to Mr. B ¢ Kn

and Sardar Patel but nobody believed him i

15.260 He met Mr. B. G Kher before the
; 1 ' G murder and ~
witness ti‘l‘a‘t he did not believe that Gandhiji’s life a\;{ashfntcéljnthe
and that “I was imagining”, s

15.261 In cross-examination he said that B

de : : alukaka spok the
and e’ (Bl s AP of Zonths Lefore the ssssemtion
) yroteito Mic B G Riier Mr Wiorl s

Sardar Patel because he was interested i pien i otant Desat'ang
o sl the protecti f M tme
Gandhi’s life. e e sted in p 10n of Mahatma
; ¥ as sufficient to h i .
hflghest and it was not necessary to inform the Polflc‘ée vgitiiealé to t_h(:
of those letters bhut they had got burnt. ! = Copies

15.262 Mr. Morarji Desai was questi ~~
[ Tora questioned about th; d
gla%tte dhgu(‘zlici" ilgtixéem]??}rlnber 1?n‘y"ching about what Mlzs' a]élha};ivz?spﬁf{::
e ’do.né so‘ag‘,wa , Says he wrote to him (Mr. Desai) then

S S

have written to Mr. B. G. Kher.
Balukaka did write something to Mr. B. G. Kher but no names were

- mentioned and the statement of witness S. R. Bhagwat does not carry
the matter any further than what Balukaka wrote or said in his

P speeches,
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15.263 This witness merely restates what Balukaka is alleged to
Even Mr. Morarji Desai admits that

15.264 The witness is rather vague about things. He says that he
sensed danger in the atmosphere from speeches made by Balukaka
and his friends whose nam=s he does not remember but he says some
people told him that something would happen to Mahatma Gandhi
within a week. Was this statement made after the 20th January
1948 or before is not quite clear. Even on his own showing it is only
Balukaka’s speech about which he wrote to Mr. Kher and Sardar
Patel. He does not seem to have said anything about what he was
told by the friends of Balukaka. It is not quite clear why no infor-
mation was given to the police except that the highest and the
mightiest had bsen informed and so the people who were to do the
actual investigation were by-passed and remained ignorant of Mr.

Bhagwat’s knowledge.

Corclusion

15.265 Broadly speaking, there was a strong school of political
thought in Poona which was associated with the Hindu Mahasabha,
a part of it and yet ideologically different. This school has compen-
diously been called by Mr. K. M. Munshi as the Kesari group led

. by Savarkar. By Mr. Kamte it was called a group of Chitpawan

Brahmins but it was not really anti-Gandhi. Even in this group
there were some people who were willing to resort to political assassi-
nation and there were others whose activities might have consisted
of strong anti-Muslim propaganda but they would not go so far as to

commit a murder of political opponents.

15.266 The evidence which has been led before this Commission,
particularly of officials, the Inspector General of Police, witness

| No.4 N. M. Kamte, the Deputy Inspsctor General of Police of C.ID.,,

Bombayv witness No. 3, U. H. Rana, the Assistant Deputy Inspector

L General of Police Rao Sahib Gurtu. witness No. 22, the District

Superintendent of Police Mr. Pravinsinhji Vijaysinhji, witness No. 38,

the Deputy Superintendent of Police N. Y. Deulkar, witness No. 6,

the Inspector of Police, CID., G. P. Angarkar, witness No. 68, almost

. unanimously shows that:—

(1) the Hindu Mahasabha was strong in Poona;

(2) there were bomb incidents; and

(3) there were collections of arms in regard to which a num-
ber of searches were carried out and persons arrested.

But all these activities were directed against Muslims in order to
drive them out of India and force them to go away to Pakistan or
these activities were being carried on for the purposs of aiding with
a supply of arms to Hindus across the borders of Hyderabad State
where a struggle was going on against the Nizam’s rule and the
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deprediations of the razakars. The evidence of these witnesses gives
no indication of these activities being directed against the Congress
or Mahatma Gandhi or other leaders like Jawaharial Nehru, Maulana
Azad ete. but emphasis their anti-Muslim and anti-razakar character.

15.267 It is true that people like Godse and Apte were carrying on
propaganda against the Congress and even against Mahatma Gandhi
but that propaganda was against Gandhiism ag they understood it,
ie., it was directed against Muslim appeasement policy of Mahatma
Gandhi or giving away of 55 crores to Pakistan or the attitude of the
Congress leaders towards the atrocities which were committed or
were being committed on Hindus in western wing of Pakistan. All
this produced a commotion in Poona, particularly among the Hindu
Mahasabha circles and they were taking full advantage of those cir-
cumstances and were carrying on propaganda on the piatform as well
as in the Press and using it for the collection of arms, throwing of
bombs etc. It might be that their propaganda was against the
Muslims in the first instance but as Mr. Morarji Desai has said, it was
ment to embarrass the Government also. And those of them who
were more hot-headed like Godse, Apte, etc., particularly Nathuram
Godse, who according to his brother Gopal Godse, witness No. 33,
had taken a deep interest in the affairs of the country were greatly
affected by the Partition and by the atrocities committed on Hindus.

15.268 Nathuram was also worrying about India’s share of Defence
equipment and they were exasperated and wanted to stop the mas-
sacre of Hindus. The fast of Mahatma Gandhi had produced a
tremendous effect on him and was the “last straw which broke the
camel’s back”. Gopal Godse has gone even further and said that
even if Nathuram Godse, Apte and Karkare had been arrested, there
would have been others who would have taken their place and would
have finished Mahatma Gandhi Gandhi, showing though not saying so
that conspiracy to murder Mahatma Gandhi had larger ramifications
than police investigation showed or were brought out at the trial in
Judge Atma Charan’s court.

15.269 The group which actually took part in the conspiracy to
murder was the most militant group among the Hindu Mahasabha
workers. They had formed a separate organisation called Hindu
Rashtra Dal which from the evidence produced before the Commis-
sion was perhaps more militant than the R.S.S. and had implicit faith
in the ideclogy preached by V. D. Savarkar which consisted of
“Tooth for Tooth and Eye for Eye”.

15.270 Mr. K. M. Munshi, witness No. 82, stated that Mahatma
Gandhi had a tremendous influence so much so that any politician
of any note could not remain out of his influence but the Savarkarites
of Poona did not agree with him  particularly in his non-violence,
Thls school of thought, according to him, consisted of youngmen
hlgh'ly patriotic, devoted to the country, prepared to make any
sacrifice required but as they were under the influence of Savarkar
who advocated violence and believed in political assassination, they
kept out of the Congress and were isolated when the masses began
to follow Mahatma Gandhi and as a result of this difference, conflict
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in political methods and the want of faith in Gandhiji or Gandhian
methods, the school of thought known as the Kesari school had
personal prejudice against Mahatma Gandhi. Savarkar never lower-
ed his flag; he continued to believe in political assassination as a
permissive method in achieving freedom. He believed that Hindus

| required o strong organisation to meet Muslim aggressiveness and

they were apprehensive that the weak-kneed policy of .the ;eculfrlty
group in the Congress would be dangerous to the solidarity of the
Hindus and would sap their strength. This class of people held
Mahatma Gandhi responsible for the Partition of India and his un-
popularity increased when at his instance 55 crores were given to
Pakistan. There was a feeling amongst the Hindus-particularly of
this school that if the Mahatma had not adopted the policy of
appeasement of Muslims there might not have been any Partition gnd
at least the Hindus would have been spared the miseries to which
they were subjected on Partition.

15.271 The documentary evidence relating to the state of affairs
in Poona which have been placed before the Commission, shows that
there was intense communal activity which the speeches made at
Hindu Mshasabha public meetings proclaimad; but those documents,
whether relating to Anti-Pakistan Day or welcome to Daji Joshi who
had been convicted of murder of Jackson or about the importation
of Sikh refugees or reports of bomb throwing or collection of arms,
all had an anti-Muslim base. These did not show any anti-Congress
leaning ‘blatantly so proclaimed. But occasionally there were writ-
ings and speeches which had a different complexion, the speech of
Dr. Parchure in Hindi on December 2, 1947 which was particularly
directed against Mahatma Gandhi and Pt. Nehru and speeches
the following day where the president, Mr. G. V. Ketkar, described
Gandhiism-cum-false nationalism as enemy No. 1. ,

15.272 The Agrani and its successor the Hindu Rashtra were
writing violent articles and in two issues Ex. 233A and Ex. 233 the
tone was particularly inciting and that in spite of the return of
security to the Agrani on the Independence Day. These articles
showed that this paper was not reconciled to Gandhian philosophy
and was preaching Savarkar ideology.

15.273 To put it in seriatim the affairs in Poona might be sum-
marised as follows:—

(1) There was a tense atmosphere as there was a strong feeling .
against the Muslims which was aggravated by two factors
—(a) atrocities committed on Hindus in Pakistan and (b)
the atrocities committed by razakars in Hyderabad State.

(2) Arms and ammunition were being collected particularly by
members of the Hindu Mahasabha but as far as the evid-
ence of official witnesses is concerned this was meant for
use against the Muslims and for the protection of Hindus
against the Razakars in Hyderabad State.

(3) The feelings against the Congress were strong because of
- its Muslim appeasement policy and the feelings against
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M . Gandhi i
Mahatma Gandhi were no different but these people were

not against him personally but only against his pro-

Muslim policy.

4 iny 3

()] éite%h(;?a;e and Badge had come to the notice of the pol‘i'ce
g Ff‘is in regard to their activities against the
. pe’fsb P ven though Apte had been named as one o}
e hi;fl connected with bombs, there is no evidence
again:t T qcr against Cfodse of being violently inclined
collec;ed . ihrgaac g}%nc}?,l) gt“ least no information was
documents or from the evidoejiixacemoi?svsiltsrfz;gsb g the

less against Mahat : i ] :
him. ; ahatma Gandhi and certainly not to murder

(6) There was violence i
e in Poona, there was bomb i
?{&%::;b}?f search_es were made in the houseﬂgfowﬁr']g’da
2 e a workers resulting in finding of arms ﬁre-z;n .
Wifhdrawivzlécgggﬁgc‘asis Wetre zcarted but t}’ley V;‘é?:
- ; to Inspector i
the wishes of the police an% to theﬁ‘gi{;l};igrfigq e

) Sg(rinesgtcgni?en:c members of the Hyderabad State Congres
PR D] indu Mahasabha had settled down in P%o )
e inyc l‘iere getting the assistance of the Hindy M. Pna
sath for‘o ﬁggng ;érg?d\;;hgichtcould lcale sent to Hyder;b:aaé
o 4 0 evidence of
mogsﬁirf tlhte Hindu Mahasabha and the socialisI’cgspeCtOr

ul to these people than the Congressmen e

3 _

(8) igarﬁai;i’g ?3%338’61;121: ghe ccf>11te}(l:tion of arms was on a large
: in one of the

book was found in which it was szg\?vl’llqeihlﬁaic%sa n2 33801111;1&6

besn paid to A
iy p 0 Apte or Badge for the purchase of a machine-

(9) The Savarkarite ich i
] s which included Gods
gs;% ;ig%mftt’the policies of the Co,ngresé gap(;eofa I11\/0I1 }]?atdge
e hig élere was nothing to indicate that thea 3ma
S person and they were not bersons of s %ﬁ et
i :fse ct(;)nloe séladlowed or watched. As far lgs Cl‘celfl1 :
; erned, the policy of the A i nti.
Gandhi and anti-Congress and bronouﬁcgﬁ;a&lm‘ivniin:ﬁg

(10) None of the i ;
police witnesses
M 1 seem to ha :
Wr;isd %f:lo}fla‘i; > ¥ essociatesiin Boona Stillvlzsls{rﬁlgv’:angc}ilat
had known it h‘?.wﬁclfioicsgeg ftcilInspector ¢ i }fg
: ollo
Was whether in Poona, or in Bon(r)l%v;;, %}x?dj;e gve}'ll}elfever he

(11) Some non-official I :

] like the 1at

el ate Balukaka Kanij

S R E fsign\fati:Mr. R. K. Khadilkar then of taﬁgﬂé\?r’ i
s Party and the late Mr. Keshavrao gggﬁfes

_ Mahatma Gandhi, was no

3l

G. V. Ketkar did know that the atmos-
phere in Poona was surcharged and tense, the writings 1n

the Press, the speeches on public platforms and private
talks and rumours afloat portended danger to top Congress
leadership particularly Mahatma Gandhi, Mr. Nehru,
Sardar Patel and Maulana Azad. Of these genlemen, only
twoBalukaka Kanitkar and Mr. Bhagwat—informed the
authorities, Mr. B. G. Kher and Sadar Patel, but not the

police or local authorities.

It is surprising that this information was not passed on by any
authority to the C.LD. for being vetted.

M. C. A. and Mr.

15.274 The police officers did not know in which direction the
findu Rashtra Dal was operating. There is no indication in these
se of vigilance in regard to

documents showing any proper exercis : :
feelings of anti-Gandhism whether against the polices of Miahatma
Qandhi of appeasing Muslims ete. or against him personally.

15.275 (a) Before the Delhi bomb explosion, no information was
given to the Poona Police or the Provincial C.I.D. about the danger
fo the life of Mahatma Gandhi. Neither Mr. R. K. Khadilkar, nor
Balukaka Kanitkar, nor Mr. S. R. Bhagwat, gave any information to
the police.
nformation the Bombay Premier or the Home
Balukaka Kanitkar or which they otherwise had
to the life of Congress leaders, including
t reported to the police to be vetted by
careful inquiry. This, in the opinion of the Commission, should have
been done. Not doing it was an error.

(c) After the bomb was thrown at Birla House, no information
as to what Madanlal had stated was given to Poona Police or Provin-
cial C.ID. nor were they asked anything about Karkare. [If full par-
ticulars of an information about the latter could be obtained from
the Poona C.ID. after the murder, it could have been obtainable after

the bomb explosion also.
(d) If it was possible, the services of Angarkar and Deulkar

should have been called for earlier.

seen the report about Madanlal and Karkare
Police and even if he could not, while at Delhi,
them, he could have, even as a precautionary
ce if there was any information about them.

(f) Even as late as the 98th January when Mr. Rana reached
Poona in the evening, he met his officers. Rao Sahib Gurtu gave him
the various names of persons whose description was given by Madan-
1al in his statement. He fook no action on that information. No

_informaticn was sent to Mr. Nagarvala or to Mr. Sanjevi or to Mr.
Kamte. Nor did he take any precaution of immediately flying his
Poona Police officers to Delhi to spot and watch the conspirators and,
if possible, to arrest them. It is frue Angarkar was sick and Deulkar

swas not there, but Deulkar could have been called to Bombay and

(b) Whatever i
‘Minister got from
relating to the danger

(e) Mr. Rana had
sent by Ahmednagar
recolle anything abouf
measure, asked his offi

i




given instructions there to fly to Delhi along with other policemen,
If he couid not, for any reason, come to Bombay, the fault would not
have been of the DI.G., C.ID.

(g) There is no indication of co-operation of Delhi, Bombay and
Poona police officers to make a combined and co-ordinated effort to
find the antecedents of Karkare and to find out who his associates
were. As a matter of fact, there was a complete Iack of co-operation
between the various police forees. :

(h) Ahmednagar Police had a complete record of Karkare and as
to who his associates were. It was known at Ahmednagar that Apte
was his associate and Godse also used to visit him with Apte. This
information could have been worked out by the Poona CI.D. as re-
ports about Madanlal and Karkare had been sent to the DI.G., C.ID.
The statement of Madanlal should have been sent to Poona by air

and not sent by a circuitous route-Delhi—Al1ahabad——Bombay—~
Poona. ’

(i) It was a mistake on the part of Delhi Police not to have indi-
cated to the Poona C.ILD. about Karkare direct and ask them to
investigats. To leave it to Mr. Rana’s slow process investigation was
an error to which he also largely contributed by not informing his
office. All these were contributory factors in facilitating the conspi-
rators in achieving their nefarious design,

(j) The fault of the high ranking police officers at Delhi and of
the Poona CID. (Provincial) lay in complacency, thinking that the

conspirators will not strike so fast. This was due to slow thinking
and solvenly action.

15.276 The Commission is not oblivious of the fact that these
police officers are making their statements 20 years or more after the
events took place. Age and lapse of time affect memory and also
enfeeble the mind, but even then broad facts such as tensity of the
atmosphere and feelings tending to violence against Mahatma Gandhi
were not matters that coyld easily be forgotten or innocence about
which could easily be explained by impairment of one’s faculties. In
judging the action of the police, it should not be forgotten that, now

all the facts and loopholes are known which was not the case when
these various officers were investigating. i
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CHAPTER XVI

Ahmednagar

16.1 Documentary evidence regarding Ahmednagar shows that
Karkare even in the beginning of 1947 was prominent among the
Hindu Mahasabhaites. He went to Noakhali and was making provo-
catory speeches on Noakhali happenings. So much so that the
District Magistrate made orders under section 144 Cr.P.C. against him
and another. There is a later report showing that he was importing
arms but people did not care much for him and the Muslims were
dead against him and a strict look-out was maintained against him.
This is shown by Exs. 257—259A.

16.2 The order passed by the Government of Bombay for the com-
piling of the list of Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.S. leaders was appli-
cable to Ahmednagar also. Ex. 114A relates to that Distriet and V. R,
Karkare was one of the names therein mentioned. This was up to
August, 1947,

16.3 On September 13, 1947, the District Magistrate of Ahmednagar
Mr. H. A. Khan wrote to Government of Bombay, that coming in of
ten thousand refugees into Visapur Camp would create communal
disorder in the District which was hithertofore free from communal
trouble. This proposal was rightly criticised in the Secretariat office
but ultimately the Minister ordered that some kind of restriction
should be placed on the visitors to the camp and it should not be
turned into 2 fair, which was likely to happen if no control was kept.
Whether such an order was right or wrong or justified or not is not for
this Commission to decide because the sole judge of what should be
done in circumstances such as the ones that then existed was the
authorities then exercising power. Law and order was their
responsibility and nibbling at them is not conducive to orderly
administration of agitating areas.

16.4 On 14th October, 1947, there was a note, Ex. 260(1), regarding
news in the Hindu Rashtra that Karkare was called to the Police
Station; several of his letters were confiscated; his specimen signa-
tures taken and the people of the city were agitated about it but
Karkare had not been arrested. But Government had “a strong eye
on him”. On 6th November, 1947, Ex. 212, from a house in Ahmed-
nagar occupied by Hyderabad State Congress workers, arms were
found. On the same day, the District Magistrate passed an order
prohibiting bringing or transporting knives ‘and other sharp-edged
weapons into or through Ahmednagar City and Cantonment.
(Ex. 148). The order under section 144, Cr.P.C. issued by the
District Magistrate was extended by Government Ex. 149.

16.5 Ex. 266 dated January 22, 1948, is an extract from the Weekly
Confidential Report of the District Magistrate. It shows that V. R.
Karkare had gone to consult the Hindu Mahasabha leaders about the
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future line of Hindu Mahasabha work
: : and the local Hind -
sabha wor kers did not co-operate with him on account of lfgls ;ctli\ilf?t};gs
?S;glgglssu tgi(; ;;aﬁé\gfegs. T}}Cls alﬁpears hto be an incorrect report because
ther evidence to show that Karkare had i
Aﬁlﬂme.dnag_ar* before the 10th of January, 1948, and ha‘éaréfr};sdbrfrﬁ'ﬁ
?e;ézgzu: Sgif g}fl mfurtdermlg Mahatma Gandhi and not consﬁlting the
e future line of Hindu Mahasabh
dated 31st January 1948 shows that K Al ol
: . Karkare had been out of Ahmed
nagar for the last 12 or 13 days and he was i
agar : ted to have paid
visit to the Refugee Camp at Chembur and G i i e
Bombay, which was onl i e el G
; nly partially correct because h i
Bombay but in Thana and was not movi Al oy
] : ! oving about in Bombay.
is an innocuous kind of a report showing that Karka?éﬂ hzg ncgcxbezgr?

arrested under {} :
Ahmednagar. he Detention Order as he had absconded from

16.6 Ex. 67 dated January 29, 1948 is Sub-In

- i T S 3
jreport tohthe DIG., stating that Madanlal appearggczgrbeB’?ﬁlgusr;Crlxll:
%erls%onKW ko Waf operatrlng in Ahmednagar and that he had left with
e aﬁ are “some 15 days back” and had not returned to Ahmed-
nagar. adanlal was a staunch R.S.S. member and was a revolu-

tionary. But this : : s
i sl s report whatever its authenticity was a belated

16.7 On January 26, 1948 Ins
: ) pector Razak sent a re

E&; riegsb of éﬁhénednagar and Poona including therein a l(i?coﬁ ;(«;rsgll(s3

L }\77&/ ith theKic(S:;rO?%i s%thir pgrsons. These names had been

during the investigation Thise(li ot e o B ey
: eport attached to Ex. == g

1‘?1:13%}:‘ }I?;rlt{he names of 25 persons amongst whom Wer}({e S.5§7 112:1?1?51-8

e :zlireé I; S. Rekhi and D. V. Godse. Amongst the Ketkar,

Sl limt ekhi were considered to be persons holding extreme

o (fhg]n (?ele{ia]?r “‘,cil;a; s\;\ﬂro;:cg rilayb mfean. Two of them D. V. Godse

' -~ stated to be from Poona. S. V. :
Rekhi were connected with Karkare’s Guest Housg aXd I]%et%arGo%I;g

was a brother of Nathuram G ‘
Karkare’s amateur dramatic tro?i)ss’ A e

16.8 In his testimony before the Commission I

| i \ nspector R
Et.ated that nothing came out of this report but hispinvestiga%cziglxi
isclosed that Madan Lal was inclined towards violence. [In the
report no recommendation was made. Ly

16.9 The importance of this document, Ex. 58 containi i
sent by Inspector Razak lies in this that ,a number ofa}?ilr?gut}hlga%i
sa.?ﬁaKworkers in Ahmednagar had some direct or indirect ccnnect{on
}Vi/.l arkare—some were employed by him, others were members of

is amateur dramatic troupe. Some of them had the requtation of
havmg extreme views. But either this document was not seen b
the officers to whom it was sent or its implications were wholly i DO'Z
ed. It does show this much at least that Karkake was an im O%’téll’;t
personage in the Hindu Mahasabha movement. He was onepof the
persons who had extreme views. Hs had considerable influence lin
so far as the workers were either employed in his guest house or wer
collaborating with him in stagir dramas and plays. Madan Lal Wai

a1

also an associate of Karkare and he was not non-violent. From this
one should have imagined that even if the objective of the local
administration was only to keep the anti-Muslim feelings under
control, a closer watch would have been kept on both Karkare and
Madan Lal and the watch that was being kept on their movements
or the irailing which was being done might have been a little more

~ vigilant and stringent fo be effective. It gives one the impression

that whatever watch was kept was neither adequate nor efficient.
What should be the extent of closeness of watch is a matter for which

there is no evidence.

16.10 The incidental and happenings at Ahmednagar from an
important link in the chain of events which culminated in the conspi-
racy to murder Mahatma Gandhi. What was happening there was
the precursor of that diabolical crime. The district of Ahmednagar
borders on what was then the Hyderabad State and they had common
borders of considerable length on the north and the east; on the other
borders were the districts of Poona and Nasik. The political affilia-
tions in this town and the district were, not to an inconsiderable
extent, linked with the rather militant and none too non-violent
activities of the Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.S. and allied groups of
Hindus. All its various activities, mostly anti-Muslim and directed
against those who had what is popularly called a secular approach
1o national or local problems, were bound up with Poona which pro-
jected themselves into Ahmednagar and in other bordering districts
of the pre-1947 Bombay Province.

16.11 The witness from Ahmednagar, who were examined by the
Commission, were with the exception of one, Police officials and that
exception was the Collector of the district Mr. R. C. Joshi, I1.C.S,
wit 80. As a preface to this part of the report it may be stated that
in 1947-48 there was a well organised, strong and extremely anti-
Indian Razakar movement in Hyderabad State with its consequential
reaction i.e., disturbances in that State and its repercussions in that
part of British India which included Ahmednagar. According to
Police District Superintendent Rane. witness No. 40, the Razakars
traspassed. into the district and indulged in violence by committing

murders and arson in the border areas of Ahmednagar district.

Consequently he had to visit the border areas several times; and was
therefore absent from the headquarters quite often and for long
periods because of the depredations of the Razakars resulting in
excitement among the people of the district and the town of Ahmed-
nagar. The Hindu Mahasabha agitation became intensified in
Ahmednagar partly as a consequence of the Razakar trouble in
Tyderabad State and partly because of the advent of a large number
of Hindu refugees who came from that part of the country which
hecame the western wing of Pakistan. As a matter of fact, Mr. R. C.
Joshi, the then Collector of Ahmednagar, witness No. 80, has stated
that his predecessor Mr. Khan had warnad the Provincial Govern-
ment that the bringing in of large number of Hindu refugees from
West Punjab, Sindh etc., would create law and order problem because
of resulting communal tension. But in spite of this advice, which
must have been given from the best of motives but without realising
the problem of rehabilitation of millions of displaced persons, about
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10,000 Hindu refugees were brought to Ahmednagar and were given
shelter in a former Jail at a place called Visapur, about 26 miles from

Ahmednagar. These refugees had passed through blood, and fire |

and had come to India lacerated in body and soul, deprived of their
wordly belongings and robbed of honour. The horrors they had been
through are to horrible to relate here. One can take judicial notice
of Mr. Justice G. D, Khosla’s book “The Stern Reckoning”. The un-
fortunate mass of humanity had to be sheltered and Visapur was as
good a place as any othsr. It was a necessity and an aftermath of
Partition and its two nation theory.

16.12 Among these refugees was one Madanlal Pahwa from
Pakpattan, a tehsil town in Montgomery district of West Punjab, with
an ebullient effervescent temper, who subsequently figured promi-
nently in the conspiracy to murder Mahatma Gandhi, because he was
the person who exploded the bomb at the prayer meeting of the
Mahatma on the 20th January 1948 and was the first to be arrested.

16.13 This Madanlal came into contact with and was helped by
Vishnu Ramkrishna Karkare who was also an accused in the conspi-
racy to kill Mahatma Gandhi. He owned and ran a hotel in
Ahmednagar and used his position and influence to the fullest extent
in inciting the refugees to take out processions and indulged in anti-
Muslim activities. Their feelings and ire could in the circumstances
be easily roused. They perhaps  did not need much persuasion
because expelled from the Punjab leaving their all there, they could
not have been very happy to see their counterparts here enjoying
their properties and pursuing their avocations and politics in peace
and if necessary undsr official pbrotection. Madanlai easily became
an instrument which the conspirators were only too ready to employ.

16.14 Evidence, documentary and oral, relating to the happenings
in Ahmednagar shows the trends in that part of the country. The
conditions there were as said above complicated by communal ten-
sion a combined effect of the violent activities of the razakars both
inside the District of Ahmednagar as well as in Hyderabad State,
and naturally what happened in those districts and the disorders,
robberies, arson and even murders which were committed by the
razakars could not help in maintaining a peaceful atmosphere inside
the District; all this accentuated the stresses and straing inside the
district much to the bewilderment of the new administration and
newly appointed and perhaps freshly promoted officers, e

16.15 Besides the razakar activities and their consequences, the
induction of refugees from West Punjab and N.W.F.P. Kecame sn
additional factor which disturbed the communal atmosphere of the
District and of the town of Ahmednagar. This is not to say that the
refugees should not have been brought. But they were a problem
though 2 problem resulting from the Partition. If the refugees were
in an aangry mood or in aggressive mood or asked for rehabilitation
by insisting on jobs and business opportunities being given to them,
one cannot blame them for it. Affer all it was not their fault that
they had to leave their hearths and homes. It wag the inevitable
consequence of the Partition of India on the basis of Hindus and
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whether it was actually for meeting the Razakar menace or not
may be difficult to say—but there is not doubt that under the garb
of fear of Razakar depredations arms were being collected.,

16.20 There were at least four incidents of bomb throwing but
they turned out to be directed against the Muslimsg particularly of
the town of Ahmednagar, although the district authorities had heen
treating them as connected with the Razakars.

16.21 In the meantime, refugees in Visapur were getting restive.
They wanted accommodation; 4.e. houses to live in, shops to work
in and employment and they were agitating, taking out processions
to emphasise their demands. This is proved by the statement of
Mr. R. C. Joshi, witness No. 80 and other witnesses from Ahmed-
nagar particularly Mr, J. S, Rane, IL.P.,, D.S.P. of Ahmednagar during
the relevant period who has also stated that the refugees were agi-
tating for the expulsion of the Mahomedans from Ahmednagar
saying that the Mahomedans were getting the best of both the
worlds. They did not like the Mahommedans having the facilities
they were having in Ahmednagar while they, an uprooted mass of

Hindus from West Punjab, were living on doles in an out of the way
place like Visapur.

16.22 In the resume of the evidence produced before the Com-
mission of witnesses from Ahmednagar, the various incidents have
been given at great length and it will be unnecessary to repeat them

except to mention them where it is necessary for the purposes of
‘the report,.

16.23 The evidence of the witnesses and the documents produced
before the Commission show that four bombs were thrown in Ahmed-
nagar town between November 24, 1947 and December 26, 1947. (Sece

3

Ex. 61 and other relevant evidence).
16.24 The bombs thrown were as follows :—

(1) 24th November 1947 on the Tazia procession in Kappad
Bazar.

(2) 7th December in Vasant Talkies.
(3) 14th December on the house of Kazi Subhanbhai.
{4) 26th December on the Tatti Darwaza Mosque.

In coinection with these bombs; information was being sent by the
Distriet authorities to Government. On December 8, 1947, the Dis-
trict Magistrate wrote a letter to the Chief Secretary to the Bombay
Government giving details of the bomb in Vasant Talkies and the
extent of the damage done. A copy of thig letter had been sent to
the D.I.G., C.1.D., Poona. Thereupon Inspector Razak of the  C.1.D.:
witness No. 34, was sent to Ahmednagar to investigate or to help
in the investigation into the bomb inecidents. By then there had
been two explosions. Inspector Razak came and conducted his
investigation and his evidence shows that the bomb explosions were
caused by the workers of the Hindu Mahasabha but nobody had been
arrested although Karkare and Madanla] who were both accused
in the Ciandhi Murder case were suspected to have been at the bottom
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i Ex.
f these explosions. On December 18, 1947, he made a report (E:

gl) stating 13chat the bombs excepting the one that was throyvn‘lull‘
Kappad Bazar which was different, were of the same type, 51;)11% a.
to the bombs which had been found on June 3, 1947, in a bom ' %’(1:-
tory owned by Vansen Puspsen in Bombay which had been unlgar o
ed by the Bombay C.ID. and one of which was brought to h(}(ﬁ i
by a police officer Inspector Ranbhice and in connection wit L
find some Gujaratis had been arrested. This, according to him, s %\g
ed a common source and a common agency operating. On‘De(fm T
24, 1947 (Ex. 62) the houses of the Secretary of the Muslim ea%%e
and Captain of the Muslim National Guards were _sea}rched b;t n‘}c_‘)hi;
ing incriminating was found. The report of this is Ex.l 6d: i
document also shows that the lives of Congress leaders inc li:l 1n§ -
local Secretary Mr. Saptrishi were threatened and that the bor;l*t
on the Moharram procession was similar to the one that was burs
in Shanivar Pet in Poona.

.25 As a result of these activities and the suspicion which the
polil(?ezha.d Sagainst Karkare and Madanlal, a watch was kep(‘jcl on tkhielr
movements by plainclothes policemen but both 001r_1t1r1u§/I };rna neg_
inciting speeches. Although they were dlrectgd against ‘ﬁa omr{;c’
dans, they did not preach violence; so the ev1dence'of wi netss B,
35, Sub-Inspector Rane shows. There were also police repor Sb' .
these people were holding private meetings with the same obje
tive. Thess activities were reported to the D.S.P.

16.26 Two reports were sent about the bomb incident m_Kapp‘ad
Bazar thrown oﬁ the shop of one Ismail, M.Li.A. reciting v&‘ha‘}c1 .lkr;-atd
happened and the damage which had been done. They are ex 1D1_ s
73 and 74, dated December 15 and 16, 1947 : the former by the Dis-
trict Magistrate and the latter by the D.S.P.

27 As a consequence of the suspicion which the police had cn
acccljint of the thrc?wing of the bombs, the house of Karkare VX}EIN;
searched but nothing incriminating was found. According ’co1 5 ?
evidence of Inspector Razak, witness No. 34, it was as a result of
this suspicion and on account of bomb-throwing that the house o
Karkare was searched but evidently nothing was discovered. Ac-
cording to Sub-Inspector Deshmukh, witness No. 32, the houses : }(‘;t
Karkare and S. V. Ketkar were searched under the orders of twe
D.S.P. by Sub-Inspector Rane, witness No, 35, and Deshmukh, ng
ness No. 32, and after this the movements of Karkare were ordere
to be trailed.

.28 As a matter of fact, what seems to have happeped is this :
Thell?ezivassa murder of a widow in Poona. That was 1nvest1gatep}:
by the District Police of Poona but evidently nothing came out ¢
it and the investigation was closed and the case ended as being un-
traced but due to the persistence of a brother of the deceased woman,
Inspector Savant, now Deputy Commissioner of Police of Bombay,
was appointed by the Provincial C.ID. to investigate th? case. Hlﬁ
investigation in Poona led to the association of the woman with
S. V. Ketkar who was at that time in Poona but had after the mur-
der of the widow shifted to Ahmednagar and was working as man-
ager of Karkare’s hotel. In that connection, on January 1, 1948,
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there was search of the house of S. V. Ketkar conducted by Sub-
Inspectors Rane and Deshmukh under the directions of Inspector

Savant and a large quantity of arms and ammunition was found,

The list of these is contained in Ex. 75. Besides arms and ammuni-
tion, some gold ornaments were also found. A list of that is con-
tained in the report of Inspector Savant, Ex. 76, but it is necessary
to set them out or enumerate them at this place. They, to put it
briefly, consisted of country made handgrenades, a revolver, daggers,
explosives, fuses, pistol and rifle rounds and other ammunition—all
contained in a steel trunk of which the key was with Ketkar. Be-
sides this, there was a nose-ring, ear-rings, a silver ornament box
and letters. On January 2, 1948, the D.S.P., witness No. 40, made a
report, Ex. 75, regarding the recovery of arms. It also showed that
Ketkar had stated that these arms were kept in his house by V. R.
Karkare; that handgrenades found in the house of Ketkar were of
the same type as those thrown in Vasant Talkies and on the Tatti
Darwaza Mosque in the previous month. Inspector Savant’s report,
Ex. 76, also mentioned the articles which were found therein and
about the interrogation of Ketkar. A copy of this report was sent
to the D.S.P. Ahmednagar, the original was sent to the D.I.G., CI.D.,
Poona. Copies of the report, Ex. 75, were sent to the District Magis-
trate of Poona and Ahmednagar and to the D.I.G., C.I.D. and the
Inspector-General of Police, Poona. Police Superintendent Rane,
witness No. 40, has stated that he took no personal interest in the
matter as it related to the C.ILD. This indeed would have been sur-
prising if it had been literally correct. But the witness added that
the District Police was also taking part and that under police prac-
tice he was sending reports to the Provincial Government. That
explains the reason for sending Exhibits 74 and 75, i.e., relating
to the bombs thrown in December 1947 and the recovery of the
bombs on January 1, 1948 on search of S. V. Ketkar’s house. On
the same day, January 2, 1948, Inspector Razak sent a report, Ex.
77, informing his D.I.G., C.I.D. about the nature of the bombs thrown
in Kappad Bazar Mosque and also that he had discussed the clues
with the D.S.P. showing that that officer was kept fully informed
of what was happening. Indeed, that is what one would have ex-
pected because the head of the District Police could not be ignored.

16.29 To revert to Ex. 76, report of Inspector Savant, it shows
that Ketkar was arrested; he had named Karkare as the person who
had given him the bombs; that the matter was reported to the D.5.P.
and that information under Arms Act and Explosive Substances Act
had been laid: that the searches of the house and hotel of Karkare
had been conducted by the City Police Sub-Inspector under the
orders of the D.S.P.; and that the interrogation of Ketkar did not
disclose anything further.

16.30 The weekly confidential diary of the D.S.P. (Ex. 78) dated
January 5, 1948 gives a description of the doings of the refugees from
Visapur camp. It states that the Peshawar group of refugees from
Visapur was committing robberies in the trains, the aggrieved par-
ties being mostly Muslims for whose protection armed Railway
Policemen had been put on duty. It also stated that the refugees
had demanded and got the green flag on a mosque removed and they
had also tried to remove other green flags from other Muslim build-
ings. Theiie was a procession on 3rd January, 1948 led by Madanlal
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R. Karkare and K., S, Kulkarni who were shouting anti- Pakistan
slogans and demanding the expulsion of Muslims from Ahmednagar.
The procession then proceeded to Sarosh Garrage owned by
Khan Sahib Sarosh where they asked K. S. Sarosh to employ
them in place of their Muslim employees. Sarosh discussed the
matter with Madanlal and four other refugee leaders. The beha-
viour of Madanlal was very rude even when the District Magistrate
and D.S.P. arrived there. The former explained to the refugees
as to what they were going to do for them e.g., opening of a Cc-
operative Bank for them, but Madanlal was still very arrogant and
the District Magistrate had to warn him against his rowdy beha-
viour. The report shows that Karkare was inciting the refugees to
create trouble in Ahmednagar.  Mr. Raosaheb Patwardhan who had
gone to advise the refugees had to go back because of the attitude
of the processionists. The report adds that it was learnt that Kar-
kare was exciting the refugees and that the people in general did
not like this rowdyism. '

16.31 S. I. Balkundi who was then Sub-Inspector, C.1.D. at Ahmed-
nagar, made a report Ex. 66, on 4th January, 1948. It mentions
about this very procession. It also mentions ahout the arrival
of the D.S.P. and the District Magistrate. It states that Madan-
lal working with Karkare had arranged the procession and the
real object of the procession was to protest against the sear-
ches which had been in the houses of Karkare and S. V. Ketkar
and to put pressure regarding what was said to be the efforts of
the police to get Karkare involved in the bomb cases by using third
degree methods against S. V. Ketkar. The processionists also said
that the police was after the Hindus and was frightened as it were
of curbing the Muslims, that although searches had been made in
the house of Karkare etc. yet no searches were made in the houses
of Sarogsh Irani and Ismail Bandhubhai although they possessed a
good number of arms. This report support the incident in regard
to the procession going to Sarosh Garrage and demanding the sub-
stitution of Hindus in place of Muslim employees and also of what
the Collector and the D.S.P. did when they arrived at the spot. The
significant part of this report is in the last paragraph at page 198
which is as follows :—

“Tt is learnt that this procession was arranged by Mr. Madan-
lal Kashmirilal who is a refugee but staying at Nagar with
Mr. Karkare and working as a paid worker of Maha Sabha.
The procession was taken out more or less as a protest for the
search of the house and hotel of Mr. V. R. Karkare and to
bring the pressure on Police in their investigation of the bomb
cases.”

In the end S. I. Balkundi suggested that in order to maintain the
peace of the city Madanlal and Karkare should either be externed
from Ahmednagar or detained. It also mentions that Katchi mer-
chants were winding up their business and were intending to leave
Ahmednagar and that refugees will take their place. Copies of *his
report were sent to the DI.G., C.I.D., to the D.I.B., New Delhi, to
the Home Department of Bombay Government, to the C.I1.O., Bom-
bay, and the I.G.P. This report was seen by the D.I.G., C.1D. on
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January 14, 1948 and exhibit 66-A, dated January 7, 1948 is a letter
forwarding copies of thig report from the D.I.G.'s office. In his

letter of explanation dated February 9, 1948 (Ex. 69) S. I. Balkundi

said that he had been sending weekly and special reports about
Madanlal and Karkare and also that he had recommended the de-
tention of both these persons as their activities in Ahniednagar had
become more and more dangerous. S. I. Balkundi in his oral state-
ment has supported the contents of his report and also that he had
recommended detention or externment of these two individuals.
Further he stated that Karkare was acting under the Hindu Maha-
sabha and that at that time he did not know Karkare’s: connection
with Apte or Nathuram Godse. It may be added that in his report
(Ex. 66) he had stated that Madanlal was a bad egg, was instigat-
ing the refugees, was conspiring and trying to contact the Sikh and
Punjabi elements in the Army.

16.32 On the same day the District Magistrate and the D.S.P.
made enquiries after receiving the report regarding the recovery
of arms and ammunition from the house of S. V., Katkar whether
Karkare had any hand in the bomb explosions in the city. There
were references to the recovery of arms and ammunition from the
house of Ketkar.

16.33 On January 5, 1948 a meeting was held at which Raosaheb
Patwardhan, a well-known and respected Congress Socialist leader,
addressed a meeting. This meeting was disturbed by the refugees
including Madanlal. According to S.I. Rane (witness 35), Madanlal
was in hot temper; while the meeting was being addressed -he
was shouting and threatening. S. I. Balkundi (witness 37) has also
deposed about this incident. He has stated that Madanlal and
his companions created disturbances during the meeting but it was
not correct that Madanlal got hold of Patwardhan and tried to
attack him with a knife. Karkare also arrived there and he also
stated shouting and demanded that he and Madanlal should be
allowed to speak. They tried to snatch away the mike from the
rostrum. Thereafter the meeting ended and when the audience
dispersed Madanlal and two others were arrested. Madanlal was
kept in the lock-up for some time: and it was added that Madanlal
used to create trouble all the time. Inspector Razak (witness
34) has stated that both Madanlal and Karkare were brought to
the Police Station and interrogated there but nothing useful was
found and there was no indication that their activities were directed
against the Congress leaders or that they were conspiring against
the lives of the Congress leaders. Madanlal on that occasion gave an
undertaking not to take part in violent movements and he was let
off. S.I. Balkundi (witness 37) deposed that on or about January 6,
1948 both Madanlal and Karkare disappeared from Ahmednagar and
police had no information where they had gone. The police were on
the look out for them and were watching the house of Karkare hut
to the knowledge of the witness Karkare did not return nor did
Madanlal. The witness was sure that neither of them returned
because the police was on the look out for them. As a matter of fact,
it was S. I. Deshmukh (witness 32) who was on the look out for these
people.

16.84 From the testimony of another witness Sub-In.pector L. N.
Joshi (witness 36) who was a Police shorthand reported in Ahmed-
nagar at the time, it appears that Madanlal had told him that he
wag going to Delhi to get marriea. This was on or about itth January,
1948. This witness was quite friendly with witness No. 32 S. I. Desh-~
mukh of the L:I.B. and did even accompany him to Poona when
Deshmukh went to search for Karkare and yet he never told S. I.
Deshmukh or any other police officer as to what Madanlal had told
him about his going to Delhi to get married. There is sufficient cor-
roboration of the fact that Madanlal had been saying that he was
going to Delhi to get married. He had said that to Prof. Jain (witness
No. 27). In his statement the latter stated that about a week before
the bomb explosion at Delhi Madanlal came to him and told him
that he was going to Delhi to get married and he would return soon.
So that the recollection of Sub-Inspector Joshi about mention of the
marriage is correct. Sub-Inspecter Joshi has said that it was on or
about the 10th January that Madanlal had told him about his in-
tended going to Delhi. The dates may not be absolutely accurate
but they tally to a very large extent and are sufficiently close to
show that about a week or so before the bomb incident, Madanlal
left Ahmednagar to go to Delhi and one of the police officers did have
that information but for some reason or another the information was
not conveyed by him to his brother or superior officers. We shall
revert to this matter later.

16.35 On January 11, 1948 S. I. Deshmukh intercepted a letter by
Karkare addressed to the “Dainik Trikal” and “The Hindu Rashtra”
where Karkare gave information about the searches which had been
effected in Ahmednagar in connection with the bomb incidents. The
letter which was intercepted is exhibit 43, and was addressed to seve-
ral neswpapers in Poona including Dainik Trikal and Hindu Rashtra.
Tt evidently was not dated; the date of interception is January 2,
1948. Tt states that eight days after the search of Karkare's house
another search was made of that house on January 1, also of his tea
house and Deccan Guest house. During the search Karkare and his
staff were present but nothing objectionable was found in the search.
Evidently one of the employees had a dagger which was returned to
him when it was pointed out that it was meant for his protection.
The reason given in the letter for this search was that Karkare was
assisting the refugees and had therefore become an eyesore to the
police and that the refugees did not like Karkare being treated in
that manner. The letter also stated that one of the refugees made
a speech and shouted “Swatantra Vir Savarkar-ki-jai”, “Hindu
Rashtra-ki-jai”; finally at Karkare’s request the crowd melted away.
The letter also mentioned the trouble which some of the visitors
from outside and guests at the hotel had to undergo. It appears that
there is some discrepancy in regard to the date when the intercep-
tion took place. The witness has stated January 11, the letter seems
to be of 2nd January but knowing as we do that Karkare was not
seen in Ahmednagar after the 6th or so 1lth January must be a
mistake due to dimming of memory and lapse of time.

16.36 The weekly report of the District Magistrate, dated Jan-
uary 8. 1948 (Ex. 150) had reference to the recovery of handgre-
nades and other arms and ammunition from the house of S. V.
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Ketkar and to his statement that Karkare had given them to him
e}ghti days earlier. On January 9, Inspector Razagk (witness 84) ad-
vised Deshmukh, so that evidence of Razak shows, to recommend
the detention of both Madanlal and Karkare. S. I Balkundi
(Wltl}ess 37) has stated that he recommended—and that is proved
by his weekly report also, dated 4th January 1948 (Ex. 60)— that
Madanlal and Karkare be detained or externed. ’

16.37 On the report (Ex. 150), dated 8th January 1948 Mr, S. M.
Dalal made an endorsement on January 11, and Mr, V. T. ]jahejia
on January 12, and on the same day the Home Minister Mr. Morarji
Desai made an order that the persons mentioned in the report should

b;e 1a_rrested and asked why the District Magistrate had not done so
earlier. i

16.38 As stated above, according to witness No. 37, S. 1. Balkundi
the recommendation was made by him regarding Madanlal and
Karkare on January 4, 1948 (Ex. 60). Madanlal was ordered to be
detained on January 16, 1948. What happened between the pericd
of the recommendation and the order of detention was passed, there
is no evidence and it could not be said that on this point the officers
were illuminating. But the matter is very old and perhaps their
memory h_as got dimmed and one cannot blame them for it. Mr.
R. C. Joshi, D.M. (witness 80) has stated that he had made the order
because he was satisfied that Madanlal was acting in a manner
prejudicial to the maintenance and safety of public order. He also

made an order for the detention of three or four others but Karkare
was not among them,

16.39 As a matter of fact the order for Karkare’s detention was
passed on the 24th January and the suggestion had come from
Bombay Government to take action against him. The only remark
t‘hat might be made at this stage is that even though the order was
“semi-judicial” such long delay is inexplicable in a matter of pre-
ventive and not punitive action. It appears that in the Secretariat
itself the order of the Minister ordering immediate arrest was de-
layed and it was not sent out till January 19, 1948 (Ex. 80). When
it reached Ahmednagar is not quite clear but in Ex. 145, dated Jan-
vary 21, 1948, Mr. R. C. Joshi writing about the explosion of bombs
and arrest of Karkare, refers to the letter of January 19, 1948. In
that letter he said that the reason for not arresting Karkare was
that apart from the statement of S. V. Ketkar, implicating Karkare
there was no other evidence to connect him with the offence and
that the D.S.P. had explained that it was under those circumst-
ances that Karkare was not arrested; and that the witness had in-
formed the D.S.P,, that in view of the Government’s orders, Karkare
should be arrested. He also said that according to the oral instruc-
tions of the Government he had ordered the detention of four re-
fugees who led the procession in Ahmednagar on January 3. What
happened between this letter and the order of detention of Karkare
on January 24, 1948, is not quite clear. It will be more correct that
there is no evidence on that point but ultimately orders were passed
on the 24th for Karkare’s detention. Mr., R. C. Joshi has stated
that he did not know what statement S. V. Ketkar had made and in
his explanation he was really giving the explanation of the D.S.P.
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without giving his own opinion regarding sufficiency or otherwise
of the reason for arresting or not arresting Karkare. This is rather
fatuous. If Mk. Joshi was exercising his discretion or what he terms
semi-judicial powers, he could not have acted on this material, but
one cannot presume a misuse or abuse of powers of detention by a
District Magistrate.

16.40 Both the Times of India and the Bombay Chronicle, news-
papers from Bombay, gave the news as to the throwing of the bomb
at Delhi, in their editions of 21 January 1948, Exhibits 106 and 107.

. 'There was some description of Madanlal as being a tall, wheat com-

plexioned but it could not be said that it was very illuminating be-
cause that might fit in any Punjabi refugee. Besides in the Bombay
Chronicle, Madanlal was described as “fair complexioned, medium
built, Ex-Serviceman, wearing Furopean dress”. This description
was equally unilluminating. Witness No. 32, S. I. Deshmukh, has
stated that he had a complete record of Madanlal’s activities and
he knew him and if his photograph was sent to Ahmednagar or his
description had been given, he would have at once spotted him and
would have given a complete record of what he was doing and with
whom he was associating. But even then from the description
which the Press had given he told the D.S.P. Ahmednagar, of his
suspicion about the identity of Madanlal but when he did it he
does not now remember. S. I. Balkundi (witness 37) stated that
from the description of Madanlal in the Press he suspected that
he was the same person who was operating in Ahmednagar. He
conveyed his suspicion to Inspector Razak who in turn informed
the D.S.P. but what orders the D.S.P. made thereon he does not
know.

16.41 The statement of the D.S.P. (witness 49) is that it did not
strike him that Madanlal arrested at Delhi was the same person
of Ahmednagar, but he had a faint recollection that Inspector Razak
and S. I. Deshmukh had mentioned to him their suspicions about
the identity of Madanlal. He told them that if that was so Madan-
lal must have been interrogated by the Delhi Police who would
find out everything. He told Deshmukh that if he wanted to go to
Delhi he could do so and also told Razak that on his return to Poona
he might as well tell the D.I.G., C.I.D., about this suspicion. Sur-
prisingly enough, this gentleman did not think it expedient to tele-
phone the D.I.G., C.ID., about it nor did he inform the District
Magistrate. He also told S. I. Deshmukh to go to Poona tc make
enquiries about Karkare but this was soon after he had come to
know that Karkare had disappeared from Ahmednagar. This ac-
cording to the D.S.P. might have been on or about January 24, 1948,
because a day or so earlier Deshmukh had come to see him. He
has added that suspicion of Deshmukh with regard to Madanlal
was not very strong and that was the reason he had not sent him
to Delhi: and as he did not think the suspicion to be well founded,
therefore he did not make any written report on this matter.

16.42 S. I. Balkundi (witness 37) had his suspicien about Madan-
1al and he made a report (Ex. 67), dated 29th January 1948 and sent
1t on to the D.I.G., C.ID., Poona, in which he stated that this Madan-
1al seemed to be the same person who was in Ahmednagar and was
working with Karkare and had disappeared from there. He gave
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the full address of Madanlal and also something about his Punjaly
residence and some other particulars.

16.43 It is indeed surprising that this document should hav y
sent on 29th January 1948 by S. I. Balkundi and no repo?t ‘Wase 122?12:
about it to the A.D.I.G. who was camping in Ahmednagar, round
about that time. As a matter of fact, on 6th February 1948 (,Ex. 68)
Balkundi’s explanation was called by Mr. N. S, Gurtu, AD.LG., on
this point. There is some mistake in this document about the désig-
nation of the officer. It was not the D.I.G. but the AD.IG. who
was camping in Ahmednagar at the time. The explanation of Bal-
kundi among other things, was that he did not at the time know that the
D. I.G. was there. Literally it is true. D.I.G. had aoct cone to Ahmed-!
nagar, the A.D.I.G. had come. Between them it is difficult to be-
lieve that Balkundi would not know about it or that he would not.
go to him and thus not give such an important bit of information.
to him. Of course, the witness could have had good reason for it
which he has not disclosed to the Commission. He further stated
in his explanation that he had been reporting about the activities:
of Karkare and Madanlal and had recommended their detention be-
cause they were becoming more and more dangerous and that after
the meeting of Raosaheb Patwardhan that was disturbed by these:
people, the atmosphere of Ahmednagar had become too hot and
therefore they stopped their activities and left for Poona in the

" second week of January 1948, and since then Karkare had not re-

turned to Ahmednagar,

16.44 If the evidence regarding the suspicion which the various
witnesses had in regard to the identity of Madanlal is correct then
Ex. 67 is a very important document, if true. This document, as.
stated above, is dated January 29, 1948. When it reached Poona, we
do not know. What endorsements were made on it, that also we do
not know because the original is not before the Commission. But
there is no cogent explanation why Sub-Inspector Balkundi should
have sent a written report on the 29th when all the time he was
satisfied with having mentioned his suspicions as to Madanlal to
Inspector Razak. It was this witness who had made a written re-
commendation for the detention of Madanlal and Karkare and he
was watching their activities which shows that he was sufficiently
alert as to what was happening in the town. But why he should not
have sent a written report about his suspicion earlier is difficult to
understand. His explanation for not sending report earlier is that
hte:ﬁlgd talked ;tgo tInspector Razak and Razak had told the D.S.P. But
still ne wanted to put something in writing. On Februar
ADIG. Gurtu called Balkundi to Poonagin connection ywil‘éhlgtﬁé‘
inquiry in Ahmednagar about Karkare. It appears that Mr. Gurtu did
not know anything about the report nor does it seem to have been men-
tioned to him. As said earlier in his explanation, Ex. 69, dated Febru-
ary 9, 1948, Balkundi gave three reasons: (1) That he was not aware
of the DIG’s camping at Ahmednagar. Literally it may be true that
D.I.G. was not there and it was the A.D.I.G. but why A.D.L.G- was not.
informed is not clear. (2) That the D.S.P. informed him (Balkundi)
that he was wanted at Poona with full details regarding the relatives
and servants of Karkare and the collection of that information had
kept him busy and that he had handed over the information with
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Karkare's photograph to Dy. 5. P. Chaubal. (8) That he was con~
stantly reporting about the movements of Karkare and Madanlal and
had finally recommended their detention.

16.45 Tt is difficult to believe that the A.D.LG. or the D.I.G. should
be camping at Ahmednagar and a Sub-Inspector of CID yvould not
know about it. It is also difficult to accept the explanation of not
sending the report earlier. It is possible that this witness had a sus-
picion about Madanlal but like others in his force he acted in a rather
slovenly manner. Of course, it must be mentioned that it may
equally be difficult to find an explanation for putting in a false report
at that stage. That it did go to Poona is proved by a subsequent
document, a letter by the A.D.I.G. making a reference to this report.
The Commission finds it difficult to accept that at such a late stage
this document could usefully be written but at the same time it
cannot come to the conclusion that this document is wholly a faked
document subsequently introduced but its utility was nil and its
objective difficult to find.

16.46 Tt i3, of course, possible and even probable that Sub-Inspector
Balkundi had suspicion about the identity of Madanlal. He might
even have mentioned it to Razak who in turn informed thie, D.S.P.
but the attitude of this witness does not show that this suspicion was:
so strong or really was anything more than vague or nebulous.

16.47 When Mr. Gurtu called Balkundi and asked him why he
had not submitted his report about the activities of Madanlal and
Karkare, his reply was that he had been sending reports from time
to time and it was on this occasion that he brought this Ex. 67 from
the record room and that is how it was produced.

16.48 From the evidence it does appear that S.I. Balkundi was
aware of the activities of Karkare and Madanlal. It also appears
that he did suspect that Madanlal. the thrower of the bomb, was
the same who had been operating in Ahmednagar but for some rea-
son he did not put his suspicion in writing and when he did so its
utility was nil. It also appears that it was this witness who gave
the particulars of Karkare to Poona C.I.D. and the photograph which
was on the I.B. file was supplied by him.

16.49 Now, we come to another portion of the activities of the
Ahmednagar Police.

16.50 Sub-Inspector Balkundi, witness No. 37, has stated that both
Nathuram Godse and Apte used to come to Ahmednagar and they
met Karkare and that he and his staff were watching the activities
of both these persons although nothing emanated from this attempts
ed intelligence. He also stated that he did not know if Karkare was
sending any money to Godse and Apte. But he did know that
Karkare was acting under the aegis of the Hindu Mahasabha. [Ie
further stated that when Madanlal and Karkare had left Ahmed-
nagar in or about the second week of January 1948 as the place was
too hot for them, he thought that he might have gone to Kolhapur
to stay with one Jere who was one of the paid workers of the Hindu
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Mahasabha. Now this is an important piece of evidence because in
his explanation, Ex. 69, dated February 6, 1948, also he has said that
Karkare, so it was learnt, had gone to Kolhapur and was likely to
take shelter with one Mr. Jere who had been working at Nagar and
that this information had been passed on to Inspector Razak who was
working on it; but that unfortunately this was on February 7, 1948.

16.51 After Madanlal had thrown the bomb, a letter addressed to
Karkare was intercepted by witness No. 32, Sub-Inspector Deshmukh.
The writer of that letter could not be traced but in that letter it was
written that a building had to be constructed in Bombay which was
not possible without Karkare's help. Deshmukh took this letter to
the D.S.P. and told him that it meant much more than what appear-
ed on the surface. In other words, it was in code. A copy of the
letter was sent by the D.SP. to the DIG, CID requesting that
inquiries be made in Bombay. Deshmukh suggested to the D.S.P.
that he (Deshmukh) should go to Bombay and Poona to find out
about the whereabouts of Karkare and he left for Bombay on the
pretext of purchasing a rectophote machine, taking with him Sub-
Inspector L. N. Joshi, because Joshi belonged to Poona and knew
Apte and Godse. They went to the Agrani Press and made inquiries
about Apte and Godse. This was on January 29, 1948. They were
told that neither of them was in Poona. They then went to Apte’s
house on some pretext and asked Mrs. Apte about Apte’s address.
She said that Apte had gone to Gwalior. Joshi remained on in
Poona and Deshmukh went to Bombay to find out about Karkare’s
brother who was working in a mill in Dadar. He made inquiries

about Karkare till about 9 p.m. when he learnt about the murder of
Mahatma Gandhi. e

16.52 An extract from the weekly diary of Deshmukh, Ex. 53,
shows that he arrived at Poona on 28th January, 1948 and made con-
fidential inquiries till 11 p.m. On January 29 he made more
confidential inquiries and left Poona at 11-30 a.m., arrived a% Bombay
at 4 pm. and went to Kurla and made inquiries there and then
returned to Dadar. On the following day, i.e., January 30, he moved
about in Byculla, V.T., Kalbadevi, Dadar and Parel areas and made
confidential inquiries. In this report it is not stated as to what con-
fidential inquiries he was making or about whom, bu‘_c one or two
important matters emanate from this portion of the testimony of this
witness.

(1) That Deshmukh had gone to Poona to look for Karkare; and
if that was so it is difficult to imagine why he should have gone to
the Agrani Press and asked about him and then there he made
inquiries about the whereabouts of Apte and Godse. Tt is still very
surprising that Deshmukh and L. N. Joshi should havge gone to
Mrs. Apte to find out where her husband was and then this witness
(Deshmukh) should have left for Bombay to look for Karkare. The
whole thing does not fit in or appear to be very logical. If Karkare
was being looked for then the witness should have stated that they
went to find out about him from the Agrani Press and from Mrs. Apte
which he has not stated. And this connection between Karkare ax?d
the Agrani Press or Mrs. Apte should appear somewhere at least in
the evidence before the Commission.
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(2) It shows that the witness was connecting Karkare with Apte
and Godse. Why it is not clear. He hags nowhere stated in his evi-
dence that according to his knowledge, Godse and Apte were asso-
ciating with Karkare in Ahmednagar although Sub-Inspector
Balkundi, witness No. 37, has stated that both Godse ang Apte used
to meet Karkare in Ahmednagar.

(3) If Karkare had taken shelter in Kolhapur with Jere, why was
he being looked for in Poona? Besides why was the police in Kclha-
pur not contacted about him?

(4) 1t is difficult to find out any cogent reason for the inguiries
made by these witnesses about Apte and Godse and not about
Karkare. As has been said above, the thing does not fit in properly
and picture seems to be out of focus as it were. FEither these wit-
nesses had knowledge about the association of Karkare and Apte
and Godse or they had not. If they had, one would have expected
that they would have informed the authorities about this matter and
when Karkare disappeared from Poona, they might have looked for

him at places where Apte and Godse were or they had no knowledge
about this association.

16.53 But this much is clear that Sub-Inspector L. N. Joshi did
know Mrs. Apte. As a matter of fact, he has stated that he had
helped Karkare to start business and Karkare was helping Apte in
his publication work. He has also stated that Deshmukh had suspi-
cion that Apte and party had gone to Delhi but he does not seem to
have mentioned the fact to anybody nor informed the D.S.P. He has
further stated that Mrs. Apte had no suspicion when he made
inquiries akout Apte because they had known each other for some
time. This previous acquaintance of Joshi with Apte and Karkare
can have a sinister meaning and yet may be more or less innocuous.
Joshi has stated that he had no sympathy for the Hindu Mahasabha.
L. N. Joshi also stated that he accompanied Deshmukh because he
knew friends of Karkare in Poona and went to the Agrani office for
that reason. In the circumstances, it was, perhaps, not very wise
for Mr. Deshmukh to have taken L. N. Joshi with him.

16.54 But the reason of his going to Poona and Bombay remains a
mystery in view of his previous knowledge about the hiding of
Karkare in Kolhapur with Jere.

16.55 Witness No. 32, Police Deputy Superintendent Narayanrao
Kunjvihari Deshmukh, who was a Sub-Inspector in the Local Intelli-
gence Branch at the relevant time was stationed at Ahmednagar to
keep watch over the activities of different political parties includiang
the Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.S. He has stated that to his know-
ledge there was no organisation known as Hindu Rashtra Dal in
Ahmednagar. The leaders of Hindu Mahasabha were C. M. Saptrishi
and Gaikavadi but he had not heard the name of Apte but he knew
Karkare. He used to visit Visapur refugees’ camp where refugees
from Peshawar had been brought—probably he does not distinguish
the Peshawari Hindu from any other from West Punjab. There the
talk among the refugees, as one would expect, was against Muslims;
the complaint being that the Muslims had abducted, raped and
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molested Hindu girls and young women in Pakistan and they were:

enjoying themselves in India while the refugees had suffered great

indignity and barbarity at the hand of Muslims and had to come:

all the way from their homes in the Punjab to Ahmednagar nearly

2,500 kilometres away. They wanted service, jobs, business and they

objected to living on Government doles and loans. One g
believe that they were work hungry, angry young men and ;Zr;si\\;iig
was not one of their virtues nor laziness their shortcoming. Madanlal
and I_{arkare_ became prominent in the Hindu Mahasabha. In order
to bring refugees into the Hindu Mahasabha movements Karkare
promised them business and other kinds of help. §

16.56 The refugees, led by Karkare, used to take ou ion i
Ahmednagar. On one occasion they took a processio(il t‘céQ ﬁ%%es(s;;gég
of Khan Bahadur Sarosh Irani. The District Magistrate and the
District Superintendent of Police came to the spot. The District
Magistrate promised them help but at the same time warned them
that he would not allow them to misbehave by taking down greeri
flags from the mausoleums and tombs of Peers and others and from
other Musl_lm religious buildings. Thereafter the processionists went
away. This was some time in the first week of January 1948.

16.57 This witness has referred to a circular (Ex. 54) whi ;
issued by the D.I.G. of Police, C.I.D.- on May 9/§0, 1947) aslgiixhg VZ}?Z
District Superintendents of Police of the province to maintain a close
watch on the Hindu Rashtra Dal’s activities and to report to him any
attempt made by its volunteers and others to implement the advice
given by Barrister Savarkar at the meeting of the Dal at Dadar on
the 9th and 10th May 1947. Accompanying this document is a precis
of the summary of the proceedings of the Dal of that date at which
about 125 volunteers were present from all over the province of
Bombay and neighbouring Hindu States like Hyderabad, Kolhapur
Sangli, Miraj, Indore, Baroda besides others from the province of
Bombay itself. Savarkar there delivered four speeches giving the
aims and objects of the Hindu Rashtra Dal, its constitution and his
views on the communal riots in India and the partition of the Punjab
and Bengal. The aims and objects of the Dal were to propagate
Hindu Sangathanist ideas. Savarkar was its dictator. He retired
and nominated his successor who was authorised to nominate grovin-
cial and district organisers. During the course of his speeches
Savarkar asked the volunteers to establish mass contdct and propa-
gate Savarkar-vad in the villages and to inculcate in the villagers a
spirit of aggression; to protect themselves from Muslim atrocities;
and also advised them to assist the villages to secure arms licences.
He had emphasised the necessity of the Hindu Rashtra Dal and refer-
red to Muslim atrocities in the Punjab and in Bengal, and preached
retaliation. “You should not stop until you retaliate in the same
spirit and manner. If Hindu women were raped and Hindu temples
damaged, equal number of mosques should be destroyed. He advised
the volunteers to oppose the Constitution if it was detrimental to the
interests of Hindus and the “Hindudom”.

16.58 In December 1947, said the witness, there were some bomb
incidenis but the local police could not find out, who were respon-
sible for them. The Provincial C.I.D. was therefore called in from
Poona but the culprits could not be traced or found.
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16,59 According to this witness, on lst January 1948, as is shown
from his daily bulletin report there was a search in the house of
Karkare and in the house of S. V. Ketkar, and large quantities of
arms and ammunition were found. This search was conducted by
Sub-Inspector S. S. Rane. Thereafter, Karkare’'s movements were
-watched and there was a policeman trailing him.

16.60 On the 11th January 1948 this witness intercepted a letter
of Karkare addressed to the Danik Hindu Rashtriya wherein Karkare

‘had given information about the searches.

16.61 Letters of Karkare and other Hindu Mahasabha leaders in
Ahmednagar began to be censored, i.e., outgoing and also their incom-
ing letters. This witness was making reports in regard ‘o these
letters which he was intercepting.

16.62 On the 16th January 1948, orders were passed for the deten-
tion of Madanlal and on the 24th January for the detention of
Karkare. It appears that both Madanlal and Karkare disappeared
from Ahmedngar and they were never arrested till one after the
vomb incident and the other after the fatal shot was fired which
ended the life of Mahatma Gandhi.

16.63 The witness also stated that the activities of Karkare were
‘not of a violent nature but he was taking part in the Hindu Maha-
sabha meetings. The witness never came to know about any sccret
‘meeting between Madanlal, Karkare, Apte and Godse; his duty being
to make enquiries about illegal activities of persons, correlate them,
and to submit them to the D.S.P.

16.64 Madanlal and Karkare disappeared in about the second
‘week of January and the matter was reported to the D.S.P. and he
must have informed the DIG of Police, CID. From what this wit-
ness knew the activities of Madanlal and Karkare were not directed
against the Congress leaders nor did they attack them nor was there
any indication of their intention to commit violence against them but
they were anti-Muslim. He was not present at the meeting where
Madanlal assaulted Raosahib Patwardhan but he went subsequently
-when Madanlal was brought to the Police Station. The witness inter-~
cepted a letter addressed to Karkare—the sender’s name he did not
know nor find out. In that letter it was stated that a building had

. to be constructed in Bombay and that without Karkare’s help it

could not be constructed. The letter was taken by the witness to the
DSP. To the witness the letter meant much more than what it
apparently said and it appeared to be in code. The letter was sent
to the DIG, CID requesting that enquiries be made. This letter was
received after the bomb was thrown at Delhi and before the murder.
‘What became of this letter or what action was taken is not indicated
by the evidence before the Commission.

16.65 The witness had a complete record of Madanlal’s activities
and he knew Madanlal. He says that if a photograph of Madanlal
had been sent to Ahmednagar or had appeared in the newspapers or
his description had appeared, he would at once have been able to spot
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him and would have given a complete record of what he was doing
and with whom. He stated that he had told the D.S.P. Ahmednagar
of his suspicion about the identity of Madanlal; when exactly it was
done, he does not say. On some pretext, on December 29, 1947, he
went to Bombay taking witness L. N. Joshi who was a stenographer
(witness No. 36) with him. They first went to Poona and made
enquiries from the Agrani Press about Apte and Godse who were
known to L. N. Joshi but they were told that they were not in Poona.
On the pretext of getting some books printed, they went to Apte’s
house and made enquiries from Mrs. Apte about Apte’s address and
she told them that Apte was in Gwalior. Leaving Joshi in Poona,
the witness went to Bombay looking for Karkare in Dadar and heard
the same evening at 8 p.m. that the Mahatma had been shot dead.
He said that they had gone there because of their (Apte and Godse)
association with the Hindu Mahasabha movement. It ig a little sur-
prising that this witness should have gone to enquire about Gedse
and Apte when he has deposed before the Commission that he did
nct know of any connection between Madanlal, Karkare, Godse and
Apte. He also stated when his attention was drawn to his weekly
movement diary that he left Ahmednagar on the 28th. He made
enquiries at Poona the whole day and at 11 p.m. he left for Bombay
and on that day he made confidential enquiries at Bombay on the
30th January learnt of the murder of the Mahatma and returned the
same night to Ahmednagar. Even on the 29th January he .did not
know that Madanlal who had been arrested at Delhi was the same
person whose activities they had been watching in Ahmednagar.
Nobedy had conveyed that information to him.

16.66 He did not go to the Bombay CID because they were not

likely to know anything about Karkare who was only a hotel keeper
and was not a big man.

16.67 This witness suspected that Madanlal who had thrown the
bomb might be the same person about whom orders of detention had
been passed in Ahmednagar and he told the D.S.P. about this also
but he could not say whether that gentleman passed on the informa-
tion to the Provincial CID. But this witness seems to be drawing
meore upon his imagination because in the latter part of the statement
he has stated that even upto the 29th January 1948 he did not know
that Madanlal arrested in Delhi was the same person whose acti-
vities they had been watching in Ahmednagar. Then it is difficult
to see what he was going to do at Poona or at Bombay. At any rate
there is no indication of what he did there except that he looked for
Karkare. It is important to remember that Karkare’s name had not
been mentioned to this witness as an associate of Madanlal in the
bomb throwing.

16.63 The next witness regarding Ahmednagar is Sheikh Abdul
Razak Ismail (witness No. 34). He is now an Additional Superinten-
dent of Police, C.B.I. (on leave preparatory to retirement) in charge
ol corruption. At the relevant time he was Inspector in the Provin-
cial C.ID. and was stationed at Poona and incharge of the circle in-
cluding Ahmednagar. As there had been some bomb explosions in
Ahmednagar he was called in on December 13, 1947 to Ahmednagar
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‘0 investigate these incidents (Ex. 60). There had been some bomb
explosions, one of them inside the Vasant Talkies belonging to
K. B. Sarosh Irani on Tth December, 1947. The other bomb incidents
were in Kappad Bazar, Tatti Darwaza Mosque and one other on the
occasion of the Muharram festival but nobody had been arrested in
connection therewith although Madanlal and Karkare were suspected.
On 18th December he made a report (Ex. 61) stating that the bomb
was thrown on the Swari on 24th November, 1947 but it caused no
damage because it did not explode. On 7th December, 1947 there
was an explosion inside Vasant Talkies of a crude handgrenade which
injured about 12 persons. On the 14th December, 1947, a bomb was
thrown near the shop of Ismail Bandhubhai, M.L.A. which injured
an oniocker. ‘This was at about midnight. His report Ex. 61 shows
that all these bombs except the one of Kappad Bazar which was
different, were of the same type and were similar to the bombg which
had been found on June 3, 1947 in a bomb factory in Bombay swned
by onc Vansen Puspsen (Ex. 62) unearthed by the Bombay C.ID.
and were brought to Poona by a Police Officer and in connection with
that case some Gujaratis had been arrested. This shows a ccmmon
source and a common agency operating. According to a document
(Ex. 62) dated 24th December 1947, the houses of Secretary of the
Muslim League and Captain of the Muslim National Guards were
searched but nothing incriminating was found. This document
shows that the lives of Congress leaders including the local Secretary
Saptrishi were being threatened and that the bomb on the Muharram
Swari was similar to the one burst in Poona Shaniwar Peth on 28th
December 1947,

16.69 As a result of the suspicion on account of the throwing of
the bombs, the house of Karkare was searched but evidently nothing
was found. And Madanlal had no house. On the 2nd January 1948
this witness made a report (Ex. 59) showing that activities of Karksre
were being watched, that Police Inspector Savant of the C.I.D. got
certain information as a consequence of which the house of S. V.
Ketkar was searched, from where some bombs and other arms and
ammunition were found. Ketkar had stated that the bombs had
been given to him by Karkare and the interrogation of one Shiru
Limaye which had been ordered was cancelled. He was at the time
in custcdy in Poona.

16.70 On 5th January 1948 both Madan Lal and Karkare were
brought to the police station and interrogated but nothing useful was
found and there were no indications that they or their activities were
directed against the Congress leaders or they were a danger to the
lives of Congress leaders but Madan Lal gave an undertaking not to
take part in violent movements.

16.71 The witness on or about the 9th January 1948 asked Sub-
Inspector Deshmukh to make a report and get both Madan Lal and
Karkare detained. On 18th January the witness returned to Poona.
Before that he had asked S.I. Deshmukh as to what had been done in
regard to his suggestion of getting detention orders. Deshmukh’s

* reply was that he had sent a revort but no orders had until then

been -received. The witness was sending his reports from time to
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time. He says it was for the higher officers to send Special Police
officers to investigate the bomb cases.

he
6.72 anuary 1948 (Ex. 58) he made a report to t
D 118.740?% thIEo%?gT gbout tl}rrle activities of 25 personshgwmgo r?te;i?éii
:Cé*;*e.s’ V\}e're‘,sent to D.S.Ps. of Poona and Nagar. “'_1‘ esl% ecd” e
nart;es of persons some of whom S. t‘i/;f.eK\frg;?{Z r};a(c)if ;mgfgoup L
itatﬁ Rt 'Ov‘fs’t’beaslfdsfvﬁe ]3?‘.76\1?.3 éf)dse and V. V. Par}dit were ‘c’r?m
: eXtremeA‘lglc?ut D. V. Godse it was mentioned that his brothei ~¥ar§
Poomlll:lent in a dramatic society, but evidently no action V_va% ?11 ‘sit
pmﬁ;is report, and it had recommended none. This r}elpgrt rilsehgi{oned
%g " The signilﬁcant part of this report is that he Ba B
'thérein five persons S. V. Ketkar, V. R. Karkare, T.hei'r activities’
Rekhi and Dattaraya brother of Nathuram Godse. g
are very clearly given in this document, but there ils ncf‘dmno‘t e
?\/Iadanlal in this report and the witness says that he 1f e
bout him. Anyhow it showed a probable source O’nvesti o
th‘OW].’I in Ahmednagar. Whether a more vigorous 1 befoi; vthe
Sl el o ptilen o neeveptan s e EECes
mmissi i realm g ;
(gc:}?z;?ﬁlasﬁgﬁ“ew v?/glsdng% ;nrrtlarex whose activities could be ignored.

incident Delhi this witness
G 2 days after the bomb incident at _witness
'andlbé713 %ch)gltrnukh }:ffent to the 1\%5&13. la?darrxflezrtl;g)%ith&h}imi% C{ltClg}(l—
t ) i tity of Madanla d at ‘ :
suspicions about the iden S i e
ing that he might be the same person who was actl
1)?;‘; Lti}l:ils \A;Jitrr?egs has not mentioned it in any of his reports.

his investigation
: has also stated that at Ahmednagar his 2 (
sho{xffi;’-jd‘lt E}{f{t Igixrkare and Madanlal WelideI 13du1%mgh1n frilgl;_Mr;lan:g
A i incite the Hindus by show % 2
activities. They k}ad tried to inci dis o Sawae ann od
Hindu woman being outraged by persons £ jonerm
hat the photograph was t
madens. But he came to know t i
i hold of by Karkare an ep
local prostitute who had been got oL By S AR sl
p 7 anufactured in order to incite the Hind
1%/1138;311};58 i Hrenhas also said that he did not report this matter to the
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i i iterated
oss-examined by Mr. Vaidya and h_e reitera
thatﬁﬁ? all_f)%ng?r?tlfrs. I. Deshmukh told ’che:E D.St.}lj. (‘))fﬁ ‘C‘cgn}lgns&fl?;ci%zg
o ‘ that the D.S.P. after the 2
regarding Madan Lal and Sl the it deya e
ordered Sub-Inspector Deshmukh to go to S
erify if Madanlal was the same person. :
K?ﬂ;fé“g ?él dé Vcorllﬁ%ential letter written by the District Mag1str%te,
{\71 L R. C. Joshi (witness No. 80) to the Chief Sgcretary, Bom a;;
rth a cc;py to the D.I.G., C.LD., Poona. But this letter does no
gllrow much light on anything excepting thlr;l_t ;clhe D1str1cdt %\(/)Iagéstgfatg
bout the bomb incidents which appeare :
Egglrfli%fltegatirc: that the Police was investigating but it adds
nothing to what this witness has already stated.

i instruc-
) ot remember whether he received any ins
‘tiorig .’Yf(:'oge 1\(/}(;1:11%3?13, D.IG. CID. of the Provm‘ce reTgardmg thg
persons mentioned in the witness’s report between 26th January an

and 30th January 1948 or even earlier. The witness wanted to arrest
Karkare in connection with the bombs which had been found and he
has deposed that hig opinion was that if Madanlal was the same
person whom they were looking for as he suspected then it might
have led to the arrest of his co-conspirators. He produced a copy of
a statement of Madanlal which was given to him on 2nd February
1948 and is marked Exhibit 65. It is a longish document and in type
extends over 18 pages. He could not say whether there was any
contact between Bombay City Police and the Poona Police between

20th January and 30th January 1948 in regard to Madan Lal or the
bomb thrown at Delhi. /

16.77 In cross-examination by Mr. Chawla this witness stated
that Madanlal and Kakare were associates in their activities
against Muslims. But he did not know that Nathuram Godse or
Apte were helping Karkare or Madanlal. He came to know of
their activities between 20th J anuary and 26th January and that is
the reason why he has mentioned their names in his report.  But
surprisingly enough he did not know of the activities of Nathuram
Godse or of Apte in Poona.

16.78 When Karkare and Madanlal were brought to the Police
Station on 5th January 1948 in connection with the bombs that were
found in the house of S. V. Ketkar there were no indications that
they were after the life of Mahatma Gandhi or other Congress
leaders and Madanlal had given an understanding not to take part
in violent movements. He further stated that he did not read ‘any
hewspapers and when his attention was drawn to the description of
Madanlal in ‘Bombay Chronicle’ he said that the description would
not have been sufficient to enable him to connect Madan Lal with
Madanlal of Ahmednagar. In the end he stated that if any of the
Police Officers who knew Madanlal had been sent to Delhi it is
possible that the murder of Mahatma Gandhi might have been pre-
vented. It igs surprising that this witness did not know anything
about Apte or Nathuram Godse in Poona.

16.79 His evidence and his reports before the Commission gives no
indication that his energies were directed to anything other than en-
quiring into the anti-Muslim activities of Karkare and his conferers,
The mention of Nathuram Godse in the report is also indicative of
his association with the Ahmednagar people in the same connection.
The whole trend of the report Ex. 58 is towards showing association
of these persons as members of an anti-Muslim movement acting in
the guise of a dramatic society amongst other illegal activities. He
has mentioned about the suspicion of Deshmukh regarding Madanlal.
But his evidence is indicative of the disturbed condition of
Ahmednagar with bomb throwing and Karkare and Madan Lal’s
association with these incidents and also that their activities were
sufficiently prejudicial to merit detention.

16.80 Sub-Inspector ‘Shantaram Sakharam Rana, witness No. 35,
was stationed in Ahmednagar in 1947-48 as Officer-in-Charge of the
City Police Station. He knew Karkare as a member of the Hindu
Mahasabha whose activities became intensified after the partition of
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the country in 1947. Karkare made propaganda against Muslims
and “talked” against the Congress. He was associating and mixing
with the refugees. The activities of such persons had, according
to the witness, to be watched by the police, :

16.81 The witness also knew Madanlal, a refugee at Visapur, who
took a prominent part in refugees’ processions and meetings.
Madan Lal became acquainted with Karkare and was staying with
him in his hotel. The activities of Madanlal were also anti-Muslim.
In November and December 1947, four bombs were thrown in
Ahmednagar—one on a procession of Tazias on the occasion of the
Moharram; another bomb was thrown on a mosque; the third in
Vasant Talkies; and the fourth at the Tatti Darwaza. Investigation
into these incidents and the searches made by the police could not

produce any results and the culprits could not be found. The propa- .

ganda carried on by Karkare and Madanlal and others was mainly
directed against Muslims but was also against the Congress.

16.82 In December 1947, watch had to be put on the movements
of Karkare and Madanlal. Both of them continued, however, making
inciting speeches but they did not preach violence, not even against
Muslims.  Police also got information about the private meeting
held by these people. In the beginning of January 1948 refugees
took a procession to Khan Bahadur Sarosh asking him to give them
employment. In that  procession Madanlal and Karkare were
present. The D.S.P. and the District Magistrate arrived there and
asked the processionists to come over to his (D.M.s) bungalow and
discuss their grievances there. On January 5, 1948, there was a
meeting held which was addressed by Raosahib Patwardhan.
Madan Lal disturbed that meeting; he was shouting and threatening
and was in “hot temper”. Madanlal was arrested at the Patwardhan
meeting and was browight to the police station and was kept there
the whole night. Although the witness knew that Karkare was a
companion of Madanlal he did not know anything about Godse and
Apte nor did it strike him when Madanlal was arrested in Delhi
that it was the same person who was creating trouble in Ahmednagar.,

16.83 This witness made reports against Karkare. The move-
ments of Madanlal and Karkare were being watched and plain-
clothes policemen were deputed from November 1947 to do so.
Orders for their detention were passed later on different dates in
January. This witness was asked to be on the look out for them to
arrest them. But about the middle of January 1948 or even a little
earlier they disappeared from Ahmednagar and their whereabouts
could not be traced. The police was giving information to the
D.S.P. whenever any person left the jurisdiction of Ahmednagar
City Police. No attempt was made to find out where Karkare or
Madanlal had gone. All that the police knew was that they had
gone out of their jurisdiction. The witness talked to Deshmukh
about the vanishing of both Karkare and Madanlal but he already
knew about it. ’

16.84 The point in this witness’s evidence is that the movements
of both Karkare and Madanlal were ordered to be watched from
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November 1947 and they were even trailed but they managed to
escape without anyone knowing when they went eway or where,
And as far as one can see, no attempt as made to find cut where
they had gone. This fact of vanishing was known to Sub-Inspector
Deshmukh of the City Station. His evidence also shows that Madan
Lal was hot-tempered and had assaulted Raosahib Patwardhen.

16.85 Witness No. 36, Lakshman Narayan ' Joshi 'is 'a¢ D.S.P.
attached to the C.ID., Bombay C.BI He was working as a Sub-
Inspector in the C.ID., Ahmednagar, in 1947—50 under the D.S.P.,
Ahmednagar. His duties at the time were only to take down
Marathi shorthand notes. There were no particular directions as to
what meetings he should attend but he went whenever the D S.P.
ordered him to go. In the later half of 1947, there was a great deal
of commotion in the city and number of meetings were held and
addressed by various leaders but the speeches of Xarkare and
Madan Lal were not recorded. The witness knew Madan Lal who
told him that he was studying in a college. He also narrated to him
about the conditions of refugees and their disabilities and also com-
mented on the riots that took place in Pakistan. The witness did
not know if Madan Lal took part in any violent movement. He
never talked about any Congress leader from which it niight have
been gathered that he was anti-Gandhi or anti-Congress. He
(witness) was specifically asked if the Ahmednagar Police was pro-
Hindu Mahasabha or pro-R.S.S. to which he gave an emphatic reply
that they were doing their duties impartially and even obtained
warrants for the arrest of Madan Lal and Karkare.

16.86 On January 10, 1948, Madanlal told him that he was going
to Delhi to get married. When the news of bomb throwing at
Gandhiji’s meeting came on the radio or was published in the news-
papers it struck the witness that it was the same Madan Lal who
was in Ahmednagar and he talked to the Sub-Inspector about the
suspicion. But evidently no use was made of this information, if
indeed it was given. Secondly, when detention orders against
Madan Lal were passed and he absconded, this witness gave no in-
formation of the absconding; or his going to Delhi assuming he knew
of the detention orders. He also was searching for Madan Lal. Sub-
Inspector Deshmukh had a similar suspicion and he went to speak
to the D.S.P. about the identity of this Madan Lal. This was on or
about the 24th January 1948. They both went to the D.S.P. but
Deshmukh did the talking and Inspector Razak was also there. Ac-
cording to him the D.S.P. said that the Delhi Police would be coming
to enquire and that they should not bother themselves about it but
should arrest Karkare and get all the details of Madan Lal. What
that meant the witness did not know.

16.87 On the 27th or 28th January, Deshmukh asked the witness

- te accompany him to Poona. Why it was five days or so later, he

could not say. ~As he knew some friends of Karkare in Poona, that
is why they went to Poona. They visited Agrani Press and some of
Deshmukh’s friends. While Deshmukh used to make enquiries, this
witness used to stand outside. He does not know whether they
went to Nathuram Godse’s House but they did go to Apte’s house,
23—259 HA il ‘ :
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at about 15-30 or 16-00 hours; Anand Ashram. The witness went
in and asked Mrs. Apte about the whereabouts of Karkare and she
said that she did not know about Karkare but Apte had gone to
Nagpur for publishing Savarkar’s literature and from there he might
have gone to Gwalior.

16.88 Deshmukh went to Bombay and the' witness remained in
Poona because he had some business in CID. office. From their
+alk with Mrs. Apte, etc., they did not conclude that Apte and his
friends had gone to Delhi. But Deshmukh did suspect that Apte
and his Mahasabha friends with Madan Lal and Karkare had gone
to Delhi. He also said that Inspector Abdul Razak was present
when they went to see the D.S.P. but about this he was not quite
sure.

1689 The statement of this witness is rather important. Al-
though he knew that Madan Lal had gone to Delhi, he gave mno
information to Sub-Inspector Deshmukh. If the movements of
Madan Lal and Karkare were being watched and the witness knew
Madan Lal, as he says he did, it is difficult to believe that he did not
know that the movements of Madan Lal were being watched.
Besides he took his meals at Karkare’s hotel and so did Madan Lal.

16.00 Another matter which is rather important is this that he
knew Apte’s family because Apte’s father and his father were school
friends as students and were on visiting terms.

16.91 The witness was a ticket collector at the railway station
when Apte was a teacher in the Mission High School in Ahmednagar
and he had helped Karkare with money to start a hotel. Te says
he knew Karkare but was not a friend of his. He says that he did
not know about the activities of Karkare nor did he enquire from
Deshmaukh as to why Karkare was being chased by the police on the
ground that that was not within his province. Nor did he ask after
the D.S.P. had ordered that search should be made for Karkare.
About the middle of January he came to know that there was a
warrant to arrest Karkare, that he did not ask Deshmukh about the
activities of Karkare because that was none of his business. Nor
was it his business to find out whether Karkare was in Ahmednagar
when orders for his detention and warrants to arrest him were
issued. He knew that Inspector Razak wanted K=arkare to be
detained and both Razak and he were staying at the Police Club.

16.92 Deshmukh had asked the witness to go with him to Poona
in order to help him and the witness went to Poona partly for that
and partly for his official duties which he had with the C.ID. office
there. Nobody at the office asked him about Karkare. He visited
Apte’s House at about 3-30 p.m. but he did not know anything about
Godse but he did know about the relations between Karkare and
Apte. Karkare was helping Apte in his publication but he was not
sure whether Karkare was financing the project. He went to Apte’s
house because he knew about the relations between the two; he did
not know anybody at the Agrani Press. ~ He asked Mrs. Apte if her
husband was insured on the specious plea that one of her friends
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Yadarkar was an insurance agent and he asked Mrs. Apte about her
husband and others going to Delhi, because Deshmukh was asking
him to do so.

16.93 But from the information givén by Mrs. Apte he did not
coenclude that they had gone to Delhi, although his companion
Deshmukh had such suspicion.

16.94 The witness says that he did not know about the activities
of Karkare although he was friendly with him since 1937. He did
not know that Karkare’s house was searched in connection with
bomb explosion and yet in the next breath he says that he knew
that Karkare’s house was being searched in connection with bomb
explosions, and that Inspector Razak had come in that con-
nection. He has admitted that he knew Mrs. Apte and her
husband since long and that his friend wanted to get insurance of
Apte but he does not know what company his friend was an agent
for. He did hear Razak and Deshmukh talking about the detention
of Karkare.

16.95 This witness was friendly with Karkare. He had helped
him to start a hotel. He had been friendly with Karkare for ten
years and it is difficult to believe that he did not know about his
{Karkare’s) activities. He also knew Apte and was aware of the
fact that Apte and Karkare were friends. He knew that Karkare
was out of town and yet he gave no such information to the police
when the police was looking for him. He also knew that Madan Lal
was leaving for Delhi, this information he did not give to the police.
He had gone to Poona to find out Karkare some of whose friends
he knew there.

16.96 Police Deputy Superintendent Anant Shamrao Balkundi,
witness No. 37, is now the Deputy Superintendent of Police C.I.D.
Aurangabad. From July 1945 to July 1948 he was a Sub-Inspector,
C.ID.,, at Ahmednagar and his duty was to watch political activities
of persons and parties and submit reports. In about the middle of
1947 a refugee camp was established at Visapur near Ahmednagar.
Karkare who was a Hindu Mahasabha leader took the earliest cppor-
tunity of working amongst the refugees. He incited the refugees
against the Muslims and held Morchas in Ahmednagar. As a result
of hig activities Madan Lal and some other refugees were attracted
towards Karkare and they also started taking part in Hindu Maha-
sabha activities. They led black flag processions. From the
Mausoleums and tombs of peers, etc., they removed green cloth
coverings. There were also bomb explosions from about the middle
of 1947, one of which was thrown in Vasant Talkies which created
panic amongst the public. The object of these activities was to
scare, away Muslims and force them to quit which was one of the
objectives of the party. As a result of these activities Madan Lal

" Pahwa came into lime-light and his movements began to be watched

by the Police. As the activities of Madan Lal and Karkare were
dangerous, this witness made a report to the D.ILG., CID. on
January 4, 1948 for their detention or externment. On the same day
a report (Ex. 66) was made by this witness which shows that a
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procession of refugees carrying lathis and hockey sticks and shouting
slogans against Muslims was led by Karkare, Kulkarni and Madan
Lal. They passed through the Muslim localities shouting that
Muslims should be driven away. They were also shouting that the
Police was maltreating S. V. Ketkar who had been arrested in
connection wih the possession of bombs, fire-arms and ammunition
and that the reason of this maltreatment was to make him involve
Karkare as the real possessor of these things. This procession, ac-
cording to the report, was arranged by Madan Lal who was staying
with Karkare and was a leading worker of the Hindu Mahasabha
and its real objective was to protest against the searches of the
house and hotel of Karkare and to pressurise the Police in regard
to the bomb case investigation to stop or soften it. The report
states further that Madan Lal was a bad-egg who instigated the
refugees; the recommendation was that Madan Lal and Karkare
should be detained or externed from the city so that they do not do
any mischief. The report also stated that Muslims were getting
nervous and that Katchi merchants were winding up their business
to leave the city.

16.97 There was a public meeting on 5th January, 1948 and one
of the speakers was Raosahib Patwardhan. Madan Lal and his
companions created disturbance at this meeting but the story that
Patwardhan was got hold of by Madan Lal and he attacked or
attempted to or wanted to attack Patwardhan was not correct. How-
ever, both Karkare and Madan Lal were shouting that they wanted
to speak. They snatched away the mike from the stage and the
meeting then dispersed. Two or three persons including Madan Lal
were arrested. Madan Lal was kept in the Police Station and evi-
dently nothing more was done in regard to the incident at the
meeting; that from about the 6th January 1948 both Madan Lal and
Karkare disappeared from Poona. But the witness could not :emem-
ber if he mentioned this in his report to the DI.G., CID. The
house of Karkare was being watched but the witness did not know
whether he returned or not. Madan Lal, however, did not return
to Ahmednagar. An order for detention of Karkare and Madan Lal
was passed but the witness does not know when and nothing of
importance took place upto 20th January 1948.

16.98 When on the 20th January a bomb was exploded at Birla
House at Mahatma’s prayer meeting and the matter was reported
in the Press this witness suspected that Madan Lal therein described
was the same person who had been carrying on activities in
Ahmednagar. He conveyed his suspicion to Inspector Razak who in

turn informed the D.S.P. but what orders the D.S.P. gave, the witness
does not know. i

16.99 On 29th January 1948 and it is not clear why it is so long
after the news appeared in the Press the witness sent a report
(Ex. 67) to the DIIL.G., CID. The purport of this report was that
from the description which appeared in the Papers about Madan Lal
‘who was arrested in Delhi it appeared that this Madan Lal was the
same person who was operating in Ahmednagar and creating trouble.
Madan Lsl and Karkare had left Ahmednagar fifteen days earlier
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and had gone to Bombay but their further movements and where=
abouts were not known and it was worthwhile making enquiries
wrom Delhi Police about Madan Lal who according to the report was
a staunch Sanghite (R.S.S.) and had revolutionary ideas.

16.100 This (Ex. 67) is a very important document if it is a true
document. This report has no endorsement on it of the office of
the D.I.G. of its receipt or what happened to it. This witness had
not made a report in writing about the absconding or disappearance
of Madan Lal or Karkare. The explanation of the witness about
not sending his report earlier is that he had talked to Inspector
Razak. If that was sufficient one fajls to see the necessity of
making this report on the 29th January, 1948. The A.D.I.G. was camp-
ing at Ahmednagar about this time but no report was made to him
while he was there. On 1st February 1948 Mr., Gurtu, AD.IG.P.,
C.ID. Poona called witness to Poona in connection with the enquiry
in. Ahmednagar about Karkare. There Gurtu gave him certain
instructions about Karkare. But Mr. Gurtu did not know anything
about the report nor does it seem to have been mentioned to him.

16.101 The next piece of evidence which is of importance in
connection with this witness is his explanation dated 9th February
1948 (Ex. 69). He stated therein (1) that he was not aware of the
DIG’s. camp at Ahmednagar; (2) that he could not make arrange-
ments for interrogation of Ved Prakash on 1st February 1948 because
of disturbances in the city; (3) that the D.S.P. informed him that
he, the witness, was wanted at Poona with full details regarding
the relatives and servants of Karkare and the collection of that in.
formation had kept him busy and he had handed over the information
along with Karkare’s photograph to Deputy Superintendent Chaubal;
(4) that he was constantly reporting about the movement of
Karkare and Madan Lal through weekly and special reports and had
finally reported about the detention of both of them on 4th J anuary
1948; (5) that after the meeting of Raosahib Patwardhan on 6th
January 1948 the atmosphere at Ahmednagar had become too hot
for Karkare and Madan Lal and therefore they had disappeared
from Ahmednagar; (6) that Karkare had written to his wife that
he would be arriving during the course of the week and strict watch
was being kept at the Railway Station and motor stands; (7) that

Karkare had gone to Kolhapur where he was likely to take shelter
with a Mr. Jere.

16.102 This document has already been discussed at a brevious
Page and it is not necessary to deal with it again.

16.103 Another important piece of evidence which emanates from
the statement of this witness is that Godse and Apte both used to
come to Ahmednagar and met Karkare and that this witness and
his staff were watching the activities of both Apte and Godse in
Ahmednagar although nothing emanated from this attempted intelli-
gence. The witness did not not know if Karkare was sending any

money to Godse and Apte. And he had no information about any
plot being hatched in Ahmednagar. i s
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16.104 This witness was cross-examined both by Mr. Vaidya as
well as by Mr. Chawla. He was asked about the search into the
house of Ketkar where arms and ammunition were found but he
does not remember whether he was present when Ketkar was
interrogated. He was asked if he had made any report in regard
to Karkare’s connection with arms and ammunition and his reply
was that he could not say anything unless he saw the report. Now
this is a very peculiar answer. If a report was made the question
would not arise and if no report was made there was nothing that
this witness could see. The witness was asked about the activities
of the Hindu Rashtra Dal but he said that he could not remember.

16.105 The evidence of this witness shows that both Karkare znd
Madan Lal had earned notoriety in Police circles because of their
anti-Muslim activities and the incitement to refugees and also in'
regard to the bombs which have been thrown; that Madan Lal had
disturbed the meeting of Raosahib Patwardhan in a disorderly
manner. Hs was arrested in connection therewith but what
happened next one does not know; that the activities were of such
a prejudicial nature that this witness had to recommend the extern-
ment or detention of those two persons as early as 4th January 1948;
that soon after both Madan Lal and Karkare vanished from
Ahmednagar in spite of the fact that a Police watch was being kept
on them and that this witness had a suspicion that Madan Lal
arrested at Delhi was the same person who had been operating in
Ahmednagar. He conveyed his suspicion to Inspector Razak who
in turn gave the information to the D.S.P. If this statement is true
and it might well be no one seems to have done anything in regard
to the suspicion possibly because it was not considered well founded.
However, the most important bit of information that this witness has
given is that both Apte and Godse visited Karkare and there was
information with the Ahmednagar Police therefore that these two
persons were co-workers in the Hindu Mahasabha with Karkare
and even their movements were watched but with negative results.

16.106 Jagannath Shivram Rane, witness No. 40, was the D.S.P.
at Ahmednagar during the period October 1947 to April 1948. His
evidence shows that during that period there were two main pro-
blems which were occupying the attention of the police in the
district: one, the Razakar trouble in Hyderabad State and the other
the Hindu Mahasabha agitation in Ahmednagar town itself. The
State of Hyderabad was in Razakar turmoil. That trouble had given
an exciting time to the police because the people used 1o come from
Hyderabad State and were causing excitement. Some Razakars
were arrested. The witness had to go to the border areas often
because of a number of incidents of arson and murder committed
by the Razakars and sometimes he had to stay there for long periods
which meant absence from the headquarters. One can well under-
stand that the Razakar problem wag causing serious and acute
anxiety to the District administration in respect of areas bordering
Hyderabad State—good bit of Ahmednagar was surrounded by
territories of Hyderabad State. Those areas of that State which are
called Marathwada now from part of the Maharashtra State after
the linguistic readjustment and territorial changes.
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16.107 Hindu Mahasabha agitation also was another trouble spot.

There was a section of the local population which were its protago-

kistan who were
i hen there were refugees from Pa (
Q;gsil’cczsatiigdfo;c t%r(le expulsion of Muslims who, 'the reft'llgee{c],rl Saﬁ/?ﬁ S\ﬁgl;:
getting the best of both the worlds. They did not like the

| having the facilities they were having. In that agitation Madan Lal

i i i — pulling down green
taking and did take a leading part—pulling :
ﬁggssggfs%uiga}i mausoleums and otheré/[uls{hm pl%%es ?xfo‘\irvgxrxfehri%
P 4 e
The local man connected therewith was harkare. -
' tched by the Intelligence
of both these persons were being watched e e
. The reports showed that the agitation by are ,
Eﬁgﬁﬁl Lal x?vas %irected against Muslims; and the bomb 1nc1rj:‘i§n;cz
which had taken place were also diiicted‘. igﬁ{gs‘i]zgergéaﬁ 'I(.‘ehe
incidents were reported to witness by the Inteliige :
iﬁfrleds?i’lgztivgns intopthe bomb incidents had been infructuous agthgugh
directions used to be given by this witness as to what should be done.

i i tion
108 There were searches made in Ahmednagar in connec
wit%lﬁpossession of illicit arms. Therefope, the houses ?f S.VE Keﬂ{l%r_'
\d V. R. Karkare were searched and in .the formerfs, scamengxallas -
sives, a pistol and a revolver and ammunition were ound a Lot
result Ketkar was arrested and was sent up for tl}alﬁandq convi in;
But the search of Karkare’s house did not result in finding any
criminating article.

: o d
. There were no reports to the witness of Madan Lal an
Kar}lgalroeg making anti-Congress speeches or propaganda. I?Lu}‘i :c)l;xfe;}xr'
were kept under watch. The Sub-Inspector who k.ept Wﬁ © il
Karkare and Madan Lal sent daily reports to the witness ul’g 1d 5
(witness’s) opinion the watch was kept because of quera 1? t o
is unfortunate that the witness was not 'aske.d to explauﬁ V:, a :
meant by “because of Hyderabad”. But in his note at the time gf
signing his statement he has said that it was not ik?eca,useh.Ch
Hyderabad but because of their attitude towards Muslims, whi .
makes more sense.

ts were issued for the detention of Madan Lal and
Kax}lgélrleo o‘rye}cﬁiaxrleZort made by the Provincial CID. Evidently, jche
D.SP. was not consulted. But the detention according to him Vﬁ'ag
because of their anti-Muslim activities, and as fa}" as one can see ha
no connection with their anti- Congress tendencies.

111 There are some reports made by t]qis witness anq others
to 11;}§e1 Government which would merit mention at this stage. %1
15th December 1947, the District Magistrate made a report (EX'Mt})l
to the Government of Bombay on the bomb explosion on the o
December near the shop of Ismail, M.L.A. in Kappad Bazar. On the
16th December, the witness made a report (Ex. 74) to the Goveflx}-
ment about the same bomb incident. On 2nd January 1948, t 13
witness made a report (Ex. 75) regarding the recovery of arms anI
ammunition on the previous day from the house of S. V. Ketkar. ‘g
also shows that Ketkar had stated that these arms had been lfle%
in his house by V. R. Karkare from whose house, when searc eh,
nothing incriminating was found. The report also shows that the
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grenades found in the House of Ketkar were of the same type as
those thrown in Vasant Talkies and on the Tatti Darwaza mosque
in the previous month, In this connection, reference may also be
made to Ex. 76 dated 2nd January 1948, by Inspector Sawant under
whose direction the search was conducted in Ketkar’s house, about
the articles found therein and about the interrogation of Karkare,
A copy of this report was sent to the D.S.P., Ahmednagar, the
Original to the D.I.G. of Police, C.1.D., Poona.

16.112 This witness stated in reply to a question by the Commis-
sion that he did not take any personal interest in these searches as
it was a C.ID. matter. This detente would be surprising if true.
But he added that the District Police was also taking part and that
under police practice he was sending reports to the Provincial Gov-
ernment. That would explain his reports Exs. 74 and 75 above-
referred to. Ex. 76 also shows that Ketkar was the Manager of
Karkare’s hotel and that among other things found at the former’s
house were some ornaments also—these ornaments resembled those
which had been removed from the body of the woman in Poona,
in regard to whose murder Inspector Sawant was making investi-
gation although Poona Police seemed to have closed the case as
untraced. Why the clues arising from the recovery of ornaments
was not followed up one doeg not know. At any rate, it woulgd only
fall within the purview of this inquiry showing what the local police
was doing in regard to this group of Hindu Mahasabha workers,

16.113 Ex. 77 is a report by Inspector Razak showing that the
bomb thrown on the mosque within the city police jurisdiction was
similar to the one with regard to which he had made previous re-

- ports; that he had discussed the case with the D.S.P. and the various

clues that were being followed up; and that the activities of Karkare
were being watched. The report also said that instructions had been
given to the city police for the interrogation of one Shiry Limaye
at Poona whose connection is not clear, ;

16.114 Ex. 78 dated 5th January 1948 is the weekly diary of the
witness. It shows that Madan Lal and Karkare had been inciting
the refugees and that they wanted Muslims to g0 away from

Ahmednagar. It also stated that Madan Lal was very rude in his
behaviour.

16.116 About the warrants for the detention of Karkare the
witness stated that they were issued on the reports made by the
Provincial C.I.D,, that he was not consulted in the matter and that
their activities were only in regard to Hyderabad for which they
were being watched by the police. In cross-examination and in his
clarification the witness stated that the investigations into the arms
and ammunition and incidents connected therewith were being made

by the Provincial C.ID. It has been suggested to him that the
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hombs found in the house of Ketkar had connection with the pre-

vious bomb incidents. He also said that he did not recommend the
detention of anybody in connection with these bombs because he
did not think the mattter sufficiently serious as to merit detention
under an extraordinary law. In his clarification, he said that he did
not think that the detention of these persons was on account of their
activities against Hyderabad but a consequence of their anti-
Mahomedanism,

16.117 The witness stated that it did not strike him that Madan Lal
who was arrested at Delhi was the same person who was operating

in Ahmednagar although he had a faint recollection that Inspector

Razak and Sub-Inspector Deshmukh had mentioned to him that they
suspected him (Madan Lal) to be the same person. The witnesg told
them that if that was so then Madan Lal must have been interrogated
by the Delhi Police who would find everything out. He told Desh-
mukh that if he wanted to go to Delhi he could go and also told
Abdul Razak that on his return to Poona he might ag well tell the
D.IG., CLD, about Madan Lal. But he himself did not think it
necessary to telephone the D.I.G. about it nor did he inform his
District Magistrate about it. He also told Deshmukh to go to Poona
and make enquiries about Karkare but this was soon after it was
known that Karkare hag disappeared. This must have been on or
about the 24th January 1948, because a day or so earlier Deshmukh
came to see him. Deshmukh’s suspicion according to the witness was
not very strong and therefore the witness did not send him to Delhi.
Personally, he did not think the suspicion to be wellfounded and so
he did not make any written orders in regard to the matter.

16.118 Ex. 77 shows that Inspector Razak, witness No. 34, had dis-
cussed the bomb cases with this witness and the clues that he had
followed. It also shows that Karkare’s movements were being
watched. It is surprising, however, that although the offences fell
within the Explosive Substances Act which is a serious matter and
searches were made in connection therewith, this witness did rot
take any serious interest in the matter. Of course, it is possible that
he was more concerned with what was happening on the Hyderabad
border or what was happening in Ahmednagar town itself owing to
the influx of refugees there and the Hindu Mahasabha carrying on
anti-Muslim agitation.

16.119 But one thing seems to be clear that higher authorities in
the district did not know or attach importance to the association of
Karkare with Apte and Godse about which evidence has been given;
and that a facade, unknown to the Police, had been created for the
illegal operation of this group which culminated in the assassination
of Mahatma Gandhi.

R. C. Joshi, wit. 80

16.120 Quite a valuable bit of information was given by Mr. Ram-
chandra Chintaman J oshi, 1.C.S., witness No. 80, now Secretary, Re-
venue and Forests Department, Bombay, who was the Collector and
District Magistrate of Ahmednagar from November 1947 to February
1951. His evidence shows that there was considerable communal ten-
sion in the District as well as in the town of Ahmednagar one of the
main causes being the presence of refugees from the western wing




348

i ‘ Visapur
kistan. These refugees were lodged at a place called 3
glfooltjli é?i miles away from Ahmednagar. They h,a’,ve been dfesc?lbed
as “certainly not non-violent and quite turbulent”. Another regs%n
for communal tension was incidents connecteq Wlth razakar activity
in the neighbouring Hyderabad State which incidents affected both
the District and town of Ahmednagar.

i’ A. Khan

91 As a matter of fact, Mr. Joshi’s predecessor, Mr. H. an,

on gjeéfémbser 13, 1947, made a report to Government pointing out tuiet;

the coming of about 10,000 refugees from the Punjab side un’t'

create a difficult communal situation and hte,.s%ggest%d tha(letcl?elg Efits

1d be restricted and spe at-

by local leaders to the camp shou es’ : e

i unj iti 1d be prohibited. He also poi _

L e ks borders of Hyderabad State and

that Ahmednagar District was on the bor 3 S e

: frequently coming to Ahmednagar ai

Peple ol B iy here: that up to that time the District

were carrying on propaganda there; that up gl oo oo
N vee from communal disorders but if no chec s kept on

:fc%?vftieei oéothe refugees, it was likely that communal agitation would

flare up.

ber 6, 1947,
2 is gentleman, Mr. H. A. Khan, on _November 6, .
iss.\}gg ufn%};ge;g under section 144_, Cr. P.tC. ?rlghilgé‘;u;% djc}éihlerilzﬁg;%
i tation or sale of consignments Or Kn. th D
zﬁgé;r%réi%%rn: like daggers, speﬁxrs,t a;;les, e1t‘}71ieoru;)yp epﬁzsﬁ’s s],CiE(l)lrllWo? tﬁle
i re
other means of conveyance without ‘the p Fril e
aoistrate. This is Ex. 148. Mr. Joshi sent a repo

l\rgzilts?eoggestglg extension of that or&eg; uncéeihsec*cgggrlé;l ;f)e,x(ggngeg

in i i is is Ex. and the o .
for an indefinite period (this is ! ¢ S i

in Visapur were getting restive. hey :

grlllg éfrf;igo(?rzégt andpthey were agitating and taking out processions

to emphasise their demands.

16.123 There was throwing of bombs in Ahmednagar town; there

£ bomb incidents: b :
A 10u;4th November 1947 on the Tazia procession In Kappad
Bazar. i
9. 7th December in Vasant lalkies. : :
3. 14th December on the house of Kazi Subhanbhal.
4. 926th December on the Tatti Darwaza mosque.

i i i t as being directed

3 ivities. this witness did not suspec : 1
Thaeibnest ?E;IY;Eéeo% Mahatma Gandhi nor could he have anﬁfi CS]flll(];.\EIla%.L;Sn
gigcioa There was a procession on 31((3 J anuaraz, %gégié?ng e e
' inent part. This witness W L
gc?%t:(}zlérr? t%?g(l)llice arllpd was sending weekly reports to Government

i been exhibited before
12.124 Some of the documents which ha\;ethis L

7 issi to which the attention o _ !
;1;1125? (xgﬁllizl(}r;fae?gedo to at this stage. Documents about the order

i tion 144(6) have
the extension order under sec :
bly ehalg. Iéélgx? raerflgrred to. On December 15, 1947, Mr.dJ(;sl'é; ;gagfe ia;
fepo 19 fhe Crit Sertary of Bty Floviie 2 &
I1G., CID. . 13, b,
vvgﬁ?clsue'x‘l\tatso tg;%v?n in Kappad Bazar. This place was inspected by
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Mr. Joshi and he has set out the da-mugc that it had caused and also
the measures which had ordered to be taken by the C.I.D. and the
D.S.P.

16.125 On January 2, 1948, Inspector Savant made a report to the
D.IG, CID., Poona giving the facts of the case in regard to S. V.
Ketkar against whom there was suspicion of murder of a woman in
Poona. This is Ex. 76. S. V. Ketkar was at that time working as a
manager of Karkare’s boarding houses. S. V. Ketkar’s house was
searched and quite a number of handgrenades, revolvers, daggers,

uses, explosives and ammunition were found. Besides this, some gold
and silver ornaments were recovered and S. V. Ketkar was arrested.
His explanation to the police was that about a week earlier all these
things had been given to him by V.R.Karkare who was a Hindu
Mahasabha worker. The matter was reported to the D.S.P., Ahmed-
nagar. A report was lodged under the Arms Act and Explosive Sub-
stances Act. Karkare’s house was also searched but evidently noth-
ing incriminating was found there. The possession of explosive sub-
stance is rather a serious matter but there is nothing to indicate that
this report was sent to the District Magistrate or was seen by him.
Mr. Joshi has stated that the D.S.P. had informed him of the recovery
of bombs from Ketkar’s house and about the search conducted at his
house. S. V. Ketkar was prosecuted under Explosive Substances Act
and as no prosecution can be entertained without sanction, this wit-
ness must have seen the report. The matter is 20 years old and it
may be that the witness cannot now remember it. :

16.126 Ex. 66 dated January 4, 1948, is a confidential report sent
by Sub-Inspector A. S. Balkundi showing the taking out of a proces-
sion by the refugees on January 3, led by Karkare, Kulkarni and
Madan Lal—the first two being Hindu Mahasabha workers and the

. latter a refugee. They were shouting slogans against Pakistan and

Muslims and ‘Savarkar ki jai’. The object of this procession was to
put pressure on the police because of their searching Karkare’s house
and it was being said that Ketkar was being maltreated and pressuris-
ed in order to force him to implicate Karkare. This document also
refers to the procession marching to Khan Bahadur Sarosh’s Garage
and their leaders being received by Sarosh and the arrival of the Dis-
trict Magistrate and the D.S.P. The District Magistrate tried to
pacify them by promising help but at the same time was firm against
their illegal activities. The District Magistrate has stated that Ex. €7
was not brought to his notice. After his attention was drawn to
Ex. 66 of 4th January and Ex. 67 of J anuary 29, 1968, the later was
also a report of Sub-Inspector Balkundi, the witness said that he had
met the processionists at Sarosh’s Garage, but he did not know about
Ex. 66; nor was Ex. 67 brought to his notice. Ex. 67 mentions the fact

. that Madan Lal arrested at Delhi was probably the same person

whose activities were being watched in Ahmednagar.

16.127 On January 8, 1948, the witness submitted his weekly re-
port which is mentioned in Ex. 150. In this document it is stated
that S. V. Ketkar from whose possession the arms and ammunition
were found had stated that the articles had been given to him by
Karkare for being kept in his house about 8 days earlier thereby
involving Karkare. This information was conveyed to Mr. Morarji
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Desai tnrough the Home Secretary, Mr. Dehejia, on January 12, 1948,
and the same day Mr. Desai passed the following order: ‘

“Immediate arrest of the persons concerned should have been
made re: ‘A’ and ‘B’ pp. 2 and 4 (B. refers to Karkare). Why
was this not done? The D.M. might detain these people even
now.”

Tt appears that in pursuance of this order, the witness passed an ;

-order for detention of Karkare on January 24, 1948. The letter from
the Home Department, Bombay to the witness directing him to make
immediate arrest of Karkare and asking him why he had not done
-so earlier is Ex. 80 dated January 19, 1948. It is not explained why
-an order made by the Home Minister on January 12 directing imme-
diate arrest of Karkare was not sent from the Bombay Secretariat till
the 19th January and why the order for detention was not passed
earlier than the 24th January if it had to be passed at all. Either
‘the activities of Karkare were prejudicial to the safety etc. of :he
public or they were not; if the former, immediate action was neces-
sary and if the latter then no action should have been taken. The
witness, in reply to the letter of the 19th asking him to explain why
he had not arrested Karkare earlier, sent his explanation which is
‘Ex. 145 dated January 21, 1948. In this the witness has stated that
the reason for not arresting Karkare was that apart from the state-
ment of Ketkar implicating Karkare there was no evidence to con-
nect him with the offence and the D.S.P. did not think that to be
sufficient for the arrest of Karkare. On this statement the action
-against Karkare was uncalled for. It shows some very slow thinking
and slower action. The activities of Karkare, even on the evidence
before this Commission, were not very peaceful or even legitimate.
‘This hesitency of the district authorities has remained unexplained.
If preveniive powers under extraordinary laws are meant for the
‘preservation of law and order, then the situation created was such
that they should have been used unless the situation in Hyderabad
was such that the use of these powers would have added to commo-
tion and general insecurity. The Commission cannot ignore that
aspect of the evidence before it. But there is no evidence submitted
to justify the conclusion that the hesitency was partly or even wholly
attributable to the Razakar depredations. The document also men-
tions that according to the oral instructions sent to him he had
ordered the detention of four refugees who had taken part in the
procession on January 3, 1948. \

16.128 Sub-Inspector Balkundi, witness No. 37, has stated that he
made a report to D.I.G., C.I.D,, recommending the detention or ex-
ternment of Madanlal and Karkare by his report Ex. 66 dated Jan-
uary 4, 1948 but he did not know when the orders were passed. This
document which is before the Commission is a copy and does not
show what happened to it in the C.I.D. office and when it was sent
to the District Magistrate at Ahmednagar or the D.S.P. or whether
‘the orders were passed on the basis of this document.

16129 The order detaining Madanlal ig Ex. 42 dated January 16,
'1948. 'This again is not clear why if the Government order was on
January 3 and report of Sub-Inspector Balkundi was on January 4,

31

1948, this detention order was delayed for such a long time. If the
Government had given oral instructions for detention on the 3rd

unless there wags something very special on which the District Magis-
trate wanted to be satisfied under the law, there does not seem to he
any reason why the detention should have been so long delayed

Either the refugees who were ordered to be detained were acting In
a manner prejudicial to the maintenance of public safety or they wore
hota i ‘chey_ were, one would have expected immediate orders to he
passed and if they were not, then the exercise of the powers way
improper, if not mala fide. |

16.130 At this stage, it may be added that the Government does
not séem to ‘have asked Mr. Joshi as to why Madanlal’s detention
orglers were 1ssued_so late or why he was not arrested but they did
evidently make an inquiry as to the reasons for and the circumstances
under}_whlch Karkare managed to escape from Ahmednagar and
according to Sub-Inspector Balkundi, witness No. 87, he and Madanlal
disappeared from Ahmednagar on or about the 6th January. This
event must or at least should have a place in the Police Weekly
reports which unfortunately have not been produced. ol

16.131 The explanation of Mr. Joshi is Ex. 146 dated February |
1948. Therein. it is stated that the report of the finding of arms 1/\(1{:
received by_hlm on January 3, 1948 and he was making enquiries
from the Dlstricfc Superintendent of Police as to whether Karkare
had any connection with the bomb explosions but he wag told that
with the exception of Ketkar’s statement there was no evidence. The
11.1vest1g1at10n h.ad been entrusted to the Provincial C.ID., Poona, who
did not keep him in touch with the investigation and it was not due
to his mistake that Karkare escaped from Ahmednagar. He left
Ahmednagar as soon as Ketkar was arrested and his escape was
mainly due to the inaction of the C.ID. but even then he himself felt
throughly ashamed but he had ordered the detention of 5 refugees

and also he had ordered that whereabouts of Karkare should be
traced out.

16.132 The witness was also asked about Ex. 67 dated J anuary 29
1968, a document about which reference has been made in the evie
dence of Sub-Inspector A. S. Balkundi. In this document, Balkundi
nad reported to the D.I.G., C.ID. that Madanlal who had been arrest-
ed in Delhi might be the same person who was operating in Ahmed-
nagar. The District Magistrate evidently had not seen this document
bgcause 1t was never brought to his notice and he has stated that he
did not know or suspect Madanla] who was arrested at Delhi of being
the same person as the one who was in Ahmednagar and that it was
after the murder that it became a common knowledge that amongst
persons who were connected with Mahatma Gandhi's murder, were-
Madanlal and Karkare and that they were the same persons against
whom detention orders were passed by him. :

16.133 Some orders had been given about the detention of some
persons connected with R.S.S. and it was with regard to them that
this witness talked to Mr. Morarji Desai and that was after the
murder. If the use of telephonic communication was possible affer
the murder, it was equally so before and it is difficult to see why the
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‘Government did not convey its orders for detention using that vehicle
«f communication. But it was not done and that can only be ¢xplain-
-€d on the usual secretarial procedural red tape of having everything

in writing. The witness has stated that Ex. 145 which he sent to the

“Government was really the explanation of the D.S.P. which had been :

.given to him and that he himself was very unhappy about the inci-
dent. In his view, Karkare should have been arrested on S. V. Ket-
kar’s arrest. But there is no explanation why it was not done. Most
-of all, if Madanlal and Karkare were indulging in unlawful or harm-
ful and prejudicial activities, why proper watch on them was not kept
and when they disappeared why no alarm was given or information
sent to the Provincial Police to trace them.

16.134 Also why no such action was taken after the warrants for
«detention became impossible of execution is not explained.

16.135 The evidence of witnesses from Ahmednagar shows that
(1) there were bomb explosions there; (2) there was a strong anti-
Moslem movement there; (3) the refugees were restive and wanted
to be rehabilitated; (4) the Hindu Mahasabha was using the refugees
for their own ends; (5) arms were found from S. V. Ketkar’s house
which he alleged had come from Karkare; (6) the D.S.P. did not
think the explosive substances cases to be serious; (7) Karkare had
.association with Godse and Apte of which the police was aware;

(8) there was a full record of Madanlal’s doings in Ahmednagar with

‘the Police; (9) Madanlal when arrested at Delhi was suspected by
Ahmednagar police to be the same who was operating in Ahmed-
nagar; (10) the D.S.P. was apprised of this suspicion but it was either
not well founded or was not taken seriously; (11) Bombay Police did
not seek any information from Ahmednagar Police regarding
Karkare or Madanlal; (12) Karkare was acting under the aegis of the
Hindu Mahasabha but Sub-Inspector Balkundi did not know whether
he was sending money to Godse and Apte. Balkundi also stated that
Godse and Apte used to meet Karkare at Ahmednagar. Their acti-
“vities were watched but nothing was found against them. (13) Sub-
Inspector Balkundi also stated that he was called to Poona by
Mr. Gurtu and his report dated February 9, 1948 shows that he gave
the information which was required from him. He gave a photo-
grapn of V. R. Karkare to Dy. Supdt. Chaubal on February 3, 1948.
‘He went to Poona on February, 7 as a result of a wireless message
summoning him to Poona.

16.136 This evidence shows that had efforts been made earlier
either by the Delhi Police or the Bombay Police the complete record
«of Karkare as well as of Madanlal would have been available and if
a photograph had been published in the newspapers, the Police of
Ahmednagar would have come to know about him and would have
‘been in a position to give the information. Commission would like to
add that issuing photographs of arrested persons is not always a very
“wise mode of investigation because of the fear that identification

parades or identification by witnesses might be held to be valueless.

CHAPTER XVII

Razakar Movement

]
17.1 The statements of Ahmednagar district officialg give a fuirly

clear account of the Razakars and their depredations and spoliatory

activities and the consequential effect on the people of the district

J. S. Rane, wit. 40

17.2 The statement of Mr. J. S. Rane, witness No. 40 (page 412),
who was the D.S.P. of Ahmednagar from October 1947 to April 1944,
shows the conditions prevailing in Ahmednagar during his term of
office. He has stated that he had an exciting time because of the
Hyderabad problem which was due to people coming from
Hyderabad and causing excitement. He arrested some Razakars and
had to go to the border areas because there were a number of inci
dents of arson and murder committed by Razakars: sometimes he
had to be away from the headquarters for long periods and stay at
the border areas.

R. €. Joshi, wit. 80

17.3 According to the District Magistrate Mr. R. C. Joshi, witness
No. 80 (page 2), there was border trouble due to Hyderabad because
of frequent acts of violence of the Razakars against the people of
Ahmednagar District which the Police had to watch. So prominent
was the Razakar trouble in the minds of the district officials that they,
the District Magistrate, Mr. R. C. Joshi, and others, connected the
bomb thrown on December 8. 1947, with it. Mr. Morarji Desai, Wit~
ness No. 96 has also stated that it was not the general population
which was arming itself but the people on the border with the help
of the R.S.S. and that there was no such movement in the town itself,
This statement of Mr. Morarji Desai tends to minimize the disturbed
and troublous conditions resulting from the Razakar movement, but
it is difficult to imagine that only a fringe of the population in thege
border districts were agitated by Razakar depredations though per-
haps only a few suffered as a result thereof. This is all the more €0
as it was agitating the whole country practically. He was dealing
with the Razakar movement in hig officia] capacity. He stated, “the
razakar was creating a kind of commotion amongst certain sections
of Hindus in these two districts specially because the razakars were
indulging in raids into the border villages of these two distriets”, the
two districts referred to in the statement being Ahmednagar and
Sholapur. The District Magistrate of Ahmednagar evidently did
think that the trouble of the borders of the Nizam’s State was serious
and so did the D.S.P.. so much so that even the bombs thrown in
Ahmednagar were taken by these gentlemen to have a Razakar ori-
gin. The reports of these officers contained in official files show the
seriousness of the situation.

17.4 The report of the District Magistrate dated December 12, 1047
shows the disturbed conditions resulting in murder, arson, cutting of
crops, lifting of cattle and molestation of women. There WHaN g many
attack on village Khandoi on Ahmednagar borders, On January 8,
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1948 there was firing on village Jainpur. The weekly letter of Janu-
ary 12, 1943 shows the number of murders, rapes, etc. in Hyderabad
State itself which could not but cause commotion amongst the Hindus
of the bordering districts if not of the Hindus of the whole Maharash-
tra area as also in the rest of India.

17.5 Razakar trouble in Hyderabad State, the atrocities committed

on Hindus in Pakistan and including those who were fleeing from
the inferno, caused a strong reaction in India. In the Marathi-
speaking areas of Bombay Province there was a strong though not so
numerous a militant group, a section of the Hindu Mahasabha which
could not bear all these atrocities on their co-religionists and remain
quiet or quiescent. They never liked the Congress policy of non-
violence and still less what they considered the policy of appeasement.
This added to their dislike of the Congress and Congress leaders and
a fillip to Savarkar’s school of thought. They started arms collection
for Hyderabad State and made every effort to do so even in breach
of the provision of the Arms Act; so much so that the D.S.P. of
Ahmednagsr requested the District Magistrate' to promulgate a pro-
hibitory order under section 144, Cr.P.C. against import, export or
transport of arms. This order was later extended under section
144(6), Cr.P.C. by Government. (Ex. 148—original order). Whether,
in view of the dangers to which the Hindu inhabitants of the State
of Hyderabad and those residing on its borders in Bombay Province
were exposed, this was a wise or unwise policy or whether an admin-
istration, which could not protect its citizens against desperadoes

who had assumed the role of Ghazis, should have acted in this manner ‘

or not is not a matter on which the Commission is called upon to
express its opinion. The fact remains that there were Indian agencies,
some genuine and others not so altruistic, which considered the col-
lection of arms and supplying them to people who were being
subjected to lust and blood thirsty greed of fanatical religionists as
the proper answer and took active steps to put their plan of meeting
the-menace into operation by procuring and supplying arms. This
also gave an opportunity to use this menace as a facade by the Hindu
Mahasabha for their anti-Congress propaganda.

17.6 Amongst those who advocated the supply of arms the place
of prominence goes to the leaders of the Hindu Mahasabha, but even
some Congressmen did not hesitate to join the cry for arming the
people. Mr. H. B. Bhide in his speech at Belgaum on the oceasion
of protesting against the Direct Action Day (on May 23, 1947),
Balshastri Hardas at Nasik vide weekly letter of May 24, -1947: ard
Mr. Ashutosh Lahiry and Mr. V. B. Gogte, all members of the Hindu
Mahasabhz, advocated collection of arms. They got the support of
Mr. K. M. Jedhe in January or February 1948. And in January 1948
Belukaka Kanitkar extended his weighty support which was further
buttressed by the resolution of the Maharashtra Provincia]l Congress
Committee, referred to in the speech of Mr. V. B. Gogte, Ex. 214 dated
January 6, 1948. Ex. 211-A contains on various pages accounts of
persons callecting and selling arms in widely distant places; e.g.,
Manmael, Satara, Londa, Godhra and Bijapur, and also speeches of
Messrs.. Annasahib Shinde. Nagre, V. B. Gogte and Joshi, showing a
spectrum of political opinion. ‘
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